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Plaintiff

)
)

v.

)
)
)

KITTY ROBINSON,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,

JUDGMENT

(Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. § 207)

)
)
)
)

Defendant
I.

)

A W OM AN’S PROJECT IS AN ILLEGAL PYRAMID

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its complaint in the above-captioned matter on April
29, 2002.
This Court hereby finds that the fund raising scheme named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman is an illegal “gifting” pyramid and in civil violation of the Maine
Unfair trade Practices Act (UTPA) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and the civil prohibitions set forth in 17
M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983)1, Multi-Level Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, Etc., Declared a Lottery.
Defendant Smith participated in this illegal pyramid and is subject to the permanent
injunction and restitution Order as set forth in Section III of this Judgment.

II.

FACTS

The A Woman’s Project (“AWP”) is a voluntary women-only group whose members
pursue personal, social and charitable goals, including a fundraising project which is organized
around “Dinner Tables,” which are designed to split and multiply.
Individual AWP Dinner Tables are organized as follows:*

! Pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305, participation in a pyramid that meets the statutory definitions set forth in this
statute is a per se violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 (“ a violation of this section
shall constitute a violation of Title 5, Ch. 10, Unfair trade Practices Act.”). This anti-pyramid law also provides
criminal penalties for any person who participates in such a pyramid “by organizing or inducing membership in any
such group or organization.” The State’s complaint is entirely civil and makes no claims of criminal activity.

1.
Each fundraising Dinner Table is a multi-level group. On the first level are the
eight newest members who are called “Appetizers.” On the next level are four members called
“Soups and Salads.” The third level has two members who are called “Entrees.” Finally, at the
fourth level and at the head of the Table, is a single member called the “Dessert.”
2.
A woman typically joins a particular AWP Dinner Table as one of eight
Appetizers when she gives $5,000 to the person occupying the Dessert position.
3.
When each of the eight Appetizers have given their $5,000, then the person
occupying the Dessert position receives $40,000. In most cases, this Dessert person had
originally joined a Dinner Table as an Appetizer and had herself given $5,000 to the then Dessert
person. Here is how a person can move from the Appetizer position to the Dessert position:
A.

Each Dinner Table is actually a four-level, three-step organization with
one Dessert at the top, two Entrees below the Dessert Position, four Soups
and Salads beneath them, and eight newly joined Appetizers at the bottom.

B.

When that particular Dessert person receives $40,000 from the new
Appetizers, then the Dinner Table splits into two new Dinner Tables and
everyone advances up in rank, with the two previous Entrees becoming the
Desserts on the two new Dinner Tables, the four Soups and Salads
becoming the two Entrees on the two new Dinner Tables and the eight
Appetizers becoming the four Soups and Salads on the two new Dinner
Tables.

C.

At that point, the two new Dinner Tables each need eight new Appetizers
(a total of 16) who will join AWP and who will each give the two new
Desserts at the top of their Dinner Tables $5,000. When this happens, then
these two new Dinner Tables themselves split into two more Dinner
Tables and, again, everyone moves up to the next level on the now four
newly created Dinner Tables.

4.
As long as eight new Appetizers are persuaded to join each newly created Dinner
Table, then each participant has a chance of themselves reaching the Dessert position on a future
Dinner Table. However, if sufficient new Appetizers do not join, then the Dinner Tables will
cease to split, the fundraising effort will cease, and all those who have paid $5,000 (the three
levels of Appetizers, Soups and Salads and Entrees) will all lose their money.
5.
Members of an AWP Dinner Table invite potential new Appetizers to a
presentation about the AWP and the Dinner Table. Members are not necessarily required to
recruit new members as a condition of receiving money as a Dessert. However, all Table
members understand that if new Appetizers do not join the Table, then the members’ progress
towards the Dessert position will cease and the fundraising effort will end, and they will lose
their money.
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6.
As this chart2 shows, very quickly millions of new Appetizer recruits would be
required to provide AWP with the new members necessary for the Dinner Table to continue to
divide and exist:

Levels of
Progression
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

New “Appetizer” Recruits
Necessary for Each Newly
Created Dinner Table to Split and
Continue
7 (non paying original organizers)
8 (new recruits necessary to
continue)
16
32
64
128
256 ■
512
1024
2048
4096
8192
16,384
32,768
65,536
131,072
262,144
524,288
1,048,576
2,097,152
4,194,304

Total Paying Dinner
Party Participants
0
8
24
56
120
248
504
1016
2040
4088
8184
16,376
32,760
65,528
131,064
262,136
524,280
1,048,568
2,097,144
4,194,296
8,388,600

7.
Also as this chart shows, the seven original organizers, of course, pay no money
and are never at risk. For the original eight investing appetizer recruits ($5,000 each) to reach the
Dessert position, the Dinner Tables must split three times and 48 new recruits must join, making
a total of 56 participants. Then, in order for the eight original investing organizers to reach the
Dessert level and be paid $40,000, the organization must progress to another level and 64 new
Appetizers must join the eight Dinner Tables headed by these eight Desserts. At this level, a total
of 120 paying Appetizers will have had to participate. Although sufficient possible recruits may
be available at these early stages of this fundraising effort, the pool of available recruits rapidly
dissipates as the program progresses.
8.
As the chart above shows, at the 20th level, 4,194,304 new investing Appetizers
would be required in order for all previous Desserts to be paid and retire; and at that level, a total
2 This chart is based on a similar chart presented by the court in the pyramid case of Pacurib v. Villacruz, 705
N.Y.S. 2d. 819, 823 (N.Y. City Cir. Ct. 1999) (pyramid deceptive because recruits are led to believe that an
unlimited pool of possible recruits is readily available.)
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8,388,600 investing Appetizers will have participated. Just to advance one additional level, these
20th level Appetizers would require an additional 8,388,608 new recruits, thus making a total of
16,777,208 participating Appetizers.
Based on these facts,3 the Court hereby finds:
1.
Given the rapidly expanding number of new recruits needed to keep the AWP
Dinner Table project going, the Dinner Table fundraising project will inevitably fail. When new
Appetizers can no longer be persuaded to join, it will be the last three levels of Appetizers who
will lose all their money. For example, if the Dinner Table were to cease operation after only five
levels, the amount of people who would lose their money would total 224 (levels 3 4, and 5), and
the amount of money lost would total $1,120,000 (the contributions of levels 3 4, and 5). If the
Dinner Table did not fail until the 20th level, then 7,440,032 persons would lose a total of
$36,700,160,000.
2.
Because the AWP Dinner Table must inevitably fail and because money will be
lost by a great number of people, the AWP Dinner Table is inherently unfair and deceptive and is
in civil violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305.
3.

The Defendant participated in this scheme and benefited from it.
III.

PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND RESTITUTION

1.
This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the
parties consenting to this Judgment.
2.
Defendant Robinson, her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting for
the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305,
including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or Woman
Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project, but
only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not herself
receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s Project, (3)
has signed a notarized statement affirming this and detailing the time and

3 The State in its Complaint also alleges that members of AWP in promoting the Dinner Table have made serious
misrepresentations (e.g., that the $5,000 payments are legal gifts and therefore “Desserts” need not pay income taxes
on them). This Court does not need to find that such claims by the State are correct in order to find that the AWP
Dinner Table is in violation of the UTPA.
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place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized statement by registered
mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months from the date this Judgment
was signed by the Court.
3.

Defendant Smith must repay to the listed persons the following amounts:
NAME

AMOUNT

A. Vicki-Lee Johnson
P.O. Box 322
Jonesport, Maine 04649

$5,000

B. Marie B. Johnson
P.O. Box 342
Jonesport, Maine 04649

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $
^
to each of these persons until they
are paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall
be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments. Payments shall be made no
later than the first day of each month, beginning April 1, 2004.
4.
If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2
(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit's notarized claim, her
request for a hearing in order to resolve this dispute. If she fails to do so she is deemed to owe
this money and is subject to this Order’s UTPA injunction and the civil penalty set forth in 5
MRSA sec. 209.
5.
Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of
this Judgment to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be necessary for the
construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this Judgment.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory UTPA injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, up to
$

10, 000 .
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7.
The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty of
$200. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade Practices
Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Judgment. The Attorney
General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an award of attorney fees for this proceeding,
but reserve the right to request attorney fees incurred in any post-judgment proceeding.

Dated: < 9 - 1 1 - 0 * /

H 'u M d
Kitty Rotyfison

Dated: 3- / 2 0 / Q ^
James A. McKenna, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
J

Dated:

/2

s j iH
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STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
JUDGMENT

)

(Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. § 207)

v.
)
)
)
)
)
)

EVELYN SMITH,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
I.

A WOMAN’S PROJECT IS AN ILLEGAL PYRAMID

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its complaint in the above-captioned matter on April
29, 2002.
This Court hereby finds that the fund raising scheme named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman is an illegal “gifting” pyramid and in civil violation of the Maine
Unfair trade Practices Act (UTPA) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and the civil prohibitions set forth in 17
M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983)1, Multi-Level Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, Etc., Declared a Lottery.
Defendant Smith participated in this illegal pyramid and is subject to the permanent
injunction and restitution Order as set forth in Section III of this Judgment.

II.

FACTS

The A Woman’s Project (“AWP”) is a voluntary women-only group whose members
pursue personal, social and charitable goals, including a fundraising project which is organized
around “Dinner Tables,” which are designed to split and multiply.
Individual AWP Dinner Tables are organized as follows:

1 Pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305, participation in a pyramid that meets the statutory definitions set forth in this
statute is a per se violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 (“ a violation of this section
shall constitute a violation of Title 5, Ch. 10, Unfair trade Practices Act.”). This anti-pyramid law also provides
criminal penalties for any person who participates in such a pyramid “by organizing or inducing membership in any
such group or organization.” The State’s complaint is entirely civil and makes no claims of criminal activity.

1.
Each fundraising Dinner Table is a multi-level group. On the first level are the
eight newest members who are called “Appetizers.” On the next level are four members called
“Soups and Salads.” The third level has two members who are called “Entrees.” Finally, at the
fourth level and at the head of the Table, is a single member called the “Dessert.”
2.
A woman typically joins a particular AWP Dinner Table as one of eight
Appetizers when she gives S5,000 to the person occupying the Dessert position.
3.
When each of the eight Appetizers have given their $5,000, then the person
occupying the Dessert position receives $40,000. In most cases, this Dessert person had
originally joined a Dinner Table as an Appetizer and had herself given $5,000 to the then Dessert
person. Here is how a person can move from the Appetizer position to the Dessert position:
A.

Each Dinner Table is actually a four-level, three-step organization with
one Dessert at the top, two Entrees below the Dessert Position, four Soups
and Salads beneath them, and eight newly joined Appetizers at the bottom.

B.

When that particular Dessert person receives $40,000 from the new
Appetizers, then the Dinner Table splits into two new Dinner Tables and
everyone advances up in rank, with the two previous Entrees becoming the
Desserts on the two new Dinner Tables, the four Soups and Salads becoming the two Entrees on the two new Dinner Tables and the eight
Appetizers becoming the four Soups and Salads on the two new Dinner
Tables.

C.

At that point, the two new Dinner Tables each need eight new Appetizers
(a total of 16) who will join AWP and who will each give the two new
Desserts at the top of their Dinner Tables $5,000. When this happens, then
these two new Dinner Tables themselves split into two more Dinner
Tables and, again, everyone moves up to the next level on the now four
newly created Dinner Tables.

4.
As long as eight new Appetizers are persuaded to join each newly created Dinner
Table, then each participant has a chance of themselves reaching the Dessert position on a future
Dinner Table. However, if sufficient new Appetizers do not join, then the Dinner Tables will
cease to split, the fundraising effort will cease, and all those who have paid $5,000 (the three
levels of Appetizers, Soups and Salads and Entrees) will all lose their money.5
5.
Members of an AWP Dinner Table invite potential new Appetizers to a
presentation about the AWP and the Dinner Table. Members are not necessarily required to
recruit new members as a condition of receiving money as a Dessert. However, all Table
members understand that if new Appetizers do not join the Table, then the members’ progress
towards the Dessert position will cease and the fundraising effort will end, and they will lose
their money.
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6.
As this chart2 shows, very quickly millions of new Appetizer recruits would be
required to provide AWP with the new members necessary for the Dinner Table to continue to
divide and exist:

Levels of
Progression
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

New “Appetizer” Recruits
Necessary for Each Newly
Created Dinner Table to Split and
Continue
7 (non paying original organizers)
8 (new recruits necessary to
continue)
16
32
64
128
256
512
1024
2048
4096
8192
16,384
32,768
65,536
131,072
262,144
524,288
1,048,576
2,097,152
4,194,304

Total Paying Dinner
Party Participants
0
8
24
56
120
248
504
1016
2040
4088
8184
16,376
32,760
65,528
131,064
262,136
524,280
1,048,568
2,097,144
4,194,296
8,388,600

7.
Also as this chart shows, the seven original organizers, of course, pay no money
and are never at risk. For the original eight investing appetizer recruits ($5,000 each) to reach the
Dessert position, the Dinner Tables must split three times and 48 new recruits must join, making
a total of 56 participants. Then, in order for the eight original investing organizers to reach the
Dessert level and be paid $40,000, the organization must progress to another level and 64 new
Appetizers must join the eight Dinner Tables headed by these eight Desserts. At this level, a total
of 120 paying Appetizers will have had to participate. Although sufficient possible recruits may
be available at these early stages of this fundraising effort, the pool of available recruits rapidly
dissipates as the program progresses.
8.
As the chart above shows, at the 20th level, 4,194,304 new investing Appetizers
would be required in order for all previous Desserts to be paid and retire; and at that level, a total
2 This chart is based on a similar chart presented by the court in the pyramid case of Pacurib v. Villacruz, 705
N.Y.S. 2d. 819, 823 (N.Y. City Cir. Ct. 1999) (pyramid deceptive because recruits are led to believe that an
unlimited pool of possible recruits is readily available.)
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8,388,600 investing Appetizers will have participated. Just to advance one additional level, these
20th level Appetizers would require an additional 8,388,608 new recruits, thus making a total of
16,777,208 participating Appetizers.
Based on these facts,3 the Court hereby finds:
1.
Given the rapidly expanding number of new recruits needed to keep the AWP
Dinner Table project going, the Dinner Table fundraising project will inevitably fail. When new
Appetizers can no longer be persuaded to join, it will be the last three levels of Appetizers who
will lose all their money. For example, if the Dinner Table were to cease operation after only five
levels, the amount of people who would lose their money would total 224 (levels 3 4, and 5), and
the amount of money lost would total $1,120,000 (the contributions of levels 3 4, and 5). If the
Dinner Table did not fail until the 20th level, then 7,440,032 persons would lose a total of
$36,700,160,000.
2.
Because the AWP Dinner Table must inevitably fail and because money will be
lost by a great number of people, the AWP Dinner Table is inherently unfair and deceptive and is
in civil violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305.
3.

The Defendant participated in this scheme and benefited from it.
III.

PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND RESTITUTION

1.
This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the
parties consenting to this Judgment.
2.
Defendant Smith, her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting for the
Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305,
including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or Woman
Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project, but
only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not herself
receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s Project, (3)
has signed a notarized statement affirming this and detailing the time and

3 The State in its Complaint also alleges that members of AWP in promoting the Dinner Table have made serious
misrepresentations (e.g., that the $5,000 payments are legal gifts and therefore “Desserts” need not pay income taxes
on them). This Court does not need to find that such claims by the State are correct in order to find that the AWP
Dinner Table is in violation of the UTPA.
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place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized statement by registered
mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months from the date this Judgment
was signed by the Court.
3.

Defendant Smith must repay to the listed persons the following amounts:
NAME

AMOUNT

A. Sandra J. Bradley
HCR 74, Box 5000
Route 1
Whiting, ME 04691

$5,000

B. Pamela M. Chandler
HC 71, Box 229G
Machias, ME 04654

$5,000

C. Jeanne White
PO Box 234
Jonesboro, ME 04648

$5,000

D. Rose Corbet
HCR 17, Box 47
Machias, ME 04654

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $_ IS
to each of these persons until they
are paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall
be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments. Payments shall be made no
later than the first day of each month, beginning April 1, 2004.
4.
If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2
(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim, her
request for a hearing in order to resolve this dispute. If she fails to do so she is deemed to owe
this money and is subject to this Order’s UTPA injunction and the civil penalty set forth in 5
MRSA sec. 209.
5.
Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of
this Judgment to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be necessary for the
construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this Judgment.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory UTPA injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, up to
$

10, 000 .
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7.
The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty of
$200. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade Practices
Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Judgment. The Attorney
General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an award of attorney fees for this proceeding,
but reserve the right to request attorney fees incurred in any post-judgment proceeding.

Dated:
Evelyn Smith

Dated:

¿ i/l o / *j
James A. McKenna, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735

Dated:

f
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.
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STATE OF MAINE,
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)
Plaintiff
)
)
V)
)
)
LINDA BENNETT
)
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
)
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
)
)
Defendant
)

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

CL

CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade Practices)
Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Linda Bennett have consented to the
entry of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant nor
an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby ORDERED
and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subj ect matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be granted
against Linda Bennett pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA), 5
M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 andPamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), Multi-Level
Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.

2.

Defendant Linda Bennett her agents, employees, assigns or other persons

acting for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and
restrained from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §
2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any chib, organization or pyramid scheme dr a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of
the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project,
but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not
herself receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s
Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming this and
detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized
statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months
from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the Court

3.

Defendant Linda Bennett must repay to the listed persons the following

amounts:

A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Lynn Dumas

2^ôa£)
4 '/<&

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ J.5^00 to this person until

2

she is paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to Ms. Lynn Dumas. Ms.
Dumas shall be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of her current mailing
address. If the Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim,
her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant.
Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209,
up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty
of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Consent Decree.
a.

The undersigned, with M i knowledgeof the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

3

Dated:

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

>sted: V u s - f cf, 2 *0 8 3

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

_)

0?

+

James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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STATE OF MAME
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SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

STATE OF MAME,
Plaintiff
V.
PAM BRIDGES
WOMAN HELPMG WOMAN,
Defendant

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade Practices)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Pam Bridges have consented to the entry
of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant nor
an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby ORDERED
and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has j urisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be granted
against Pam Bridges pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA), 5 M.R.S.A.
§§ 206-214 (1989 andPamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), Multi-Level
Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.

.

;

2.

Defendant Pam Bridges her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting

for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §
2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of
the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project,
but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not
herself receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s
Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming this and
detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized
statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months
from the date this Consent Decree .was sign ed by the Court

3.

Defendant Pam Bridges must repay to the listed persons the following

amounts:

A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Joann Beal

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to this person until
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she is paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to Ms. Joann Beal. Ms.
Beal shall be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of her current mailing address.
If the Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim,
her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant.
Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209,
up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty
of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Consent Decree.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.
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Dated:

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

Dated:

i c/ , ‘2 '0 ® 3

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

J ~
A
^
f
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735

Dated:
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STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

)
)
)
)
)

PAM BRIDGES

)
)

WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,

)

CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade Practices)

)
Defendant

)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Pam Bridges have consented to the entry
of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant nor
an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby ORDERED
and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be granted
against Pam Bridges pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA), 5 M.R.S.A.
§§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), Multi-Level
Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.

2.

Defendant Pam Bridges her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting

for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §
2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of
the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project,
but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not
herself receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s
Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming this and
detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized
statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months
from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the Court

3.

Defendant Pam Bridges must repay to the listed persons the following

amounts:

A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Joann Beal

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to this person until
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she is paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to Ms. Joann Beal. Ms.
Beal shall be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of her current mailing address.
If the Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim,
her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant.
Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209,
up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty
of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Consent Decree.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.
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Dated:

¡¿ jiM té

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

Dated: lb !

1
Defendant
Justice, Supenor Coui

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated: l

^ / d3
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

v.
GLADYS GREENLAW,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
I.

JUDGMENT

(Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. § 207)

A W OM AN’S PROJECT IS AN ILLEGAL PYRAMID

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its complaint in the above-captioned matter on April
29, 2002.
This Court hereby finds that the fund raising scheme named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman is an illegal “gifting” pyramid and in civil violation of the Maine
Unfair trade Practices Act (UTPA) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and the civil prohibitions set forth in 17
M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983)1, Multi-Level Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, Etc., Declared a Lottery.
Defendant Greenlaw participated in this illegal pyramid and is subject to the permanent
injunction and restitution Order as set forth in Section III of this Judgment.

II.

FACTS

The A Woman’s Project (“AWP”) is a voluntary women-only group whose members
pursue personal, social and charitable goals, including a fundraising project which is organized
around “Dinner Tables,” which are designed to split and multiply.
Individual AWP Dinner Tables are organized as follows:

1 Pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305; participation in a pyramid that meets the statutory definitions set forth in this
statute is a per se violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 (“ a violation of this section
shall constitute a violation of Title 5, Ch. 10, Unfair trade Practices Act.”). This anti-pyramid law also provides
criminal penalties for any person who participates in such a pyramid “by organizing or inducing membership in any
such group or organization.” The State’s complaint is entirely civil and makes no claims of criminal activity.

1.
Each fundraising Dinner Table is a multi-level group. On the first level are the
eight newest members who are called “Appetizers.” On the next level are four members called
“Soups and Salads.” The third level has two members who are called “Entrees.” Finally, at the
fourth level and at the head of the Table, is a single member called the “Dessert.”
2.
A woman typically joins a particular AWP Dinner Table as one of eight
Appetizers when she gives $5,000 to the person occupying the Dessert position.
3.
When each of the eight Appetizers have given their $5,000, then the person
occupying the Dessert position receives $40,000. In most cases, this Dessert person had
originally joined a Dinner Table as an Appetizer and had herself given $5,000 to the then Dessert
person. Here is how a person can move from the Appetizer position to the Dessert position:
A.

Each Dinner Table is actually a four-level, three-step organization with
one Dessert at the top, two Entrees below the Dessert Position, four Soups
and Salads beneath them, and eight newly joined Appetizers at the bottom.

B.

When that particular Dessert person receives $40,000 from the new
Appetizers, then the Dinner Table splits into two new Dinner Tables and
everyone advances up in rank, with the two previous Entrees becoming the
Desserts on the two new Dinner Tables, the four Soups and Salads
becoming the two Entrees on the two new Dinner Tables and the eight
Appetizers becoming the four Soups and Salads on the two new Dinner
Tables.

C.

At that point, the two new Dinner Tables each need eight new Appetizers
(a total of 16) who will join AWP and who will each give the two new
Desserts at the top of their Dinner Tables $5,000. When this happens, then
these two new Dinner Tables themselves split into two more Dinner
Tables and, again, everyone moves up to the next level on the now four
newly created Dinner Tables.

4.
As long as eight new Appetizers are persuaded to join each newly created Dinner
Table, then each participant has a chance of themselves reaching the Dessert position on a future
Dinner Table. However, if sufficient new Appetizers do not join, then the Dinner Tables will
cease to split, the fundraising effort will cease, and all those who have paid $5,000 (the three
levels of Appetizers, Soups and Salads and Entrees) will all lose their money.
5.
Members of an AWP Dinner Table invite potential new Appetizers to a
presentation about the AWP and the Dinner Table. Members are not necessarily required to
recruit new members as a condition of receiving money as a Dessert. However, all Table
members understand that if new Appetizers do not join the Table, then the members’ progress
towards the Dessert position will cease and the fundraising effort will end, and they will lose
their money.2
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6.
As this chart2 shows, very quickly millions of new Appetizer recruits would be
required to provide AWP with the new members necessary for the Dinner Table to continue to
divide and exist:

Levels of
Progression
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

New “Appetizer” Recruits
Necessary for Each Newly
Created Dinner Table to Split and
Continue
7 (non paying original organizers)
8 (new recruits necessary to
continue)
16
32
64
128
256
512
1024
2048
4096
8192
16,384
32,768
65,536
131,072
262,144
524,288
1,048,576
2,097,152
4,194,304

Total Paying Dinner
Party Participants
0
8
24
56
120
248
504
1016
2040
4088
8184
16,376
32,760
65,528
131,064
262,136
524,280
1,048,568
2,097,144
4,194,296
8,388,600

7.
Also as this chart shows, the seven original organizers, of course, pay no money
and are never at risk. For the original eight investing appetizer recruits ($5,000 each) to reach the
Dessert position, the Dinner Tables must split three times and 48 new recruits must join, making
a total of 56 participants. Then, in order for the eight original investing organizers to reach the
Dessert level and be paid $40,000, the organization must progress to another level and 64 new
Appetizers must join the eight Dinner Tables headed by these eight Desserts. At this level, a total
of 120 paying Appetizers will have had to participate. Although sufficient possible recruits may
be available at these early stages of this fundraising effort, the pool of available recruits rapidly
dissipates as the program progresses.
8.
As the chart above shows, at the 20th level, 4,194,304 new investing Appetizers
would be required in order for all previous Desserts to be paid and retire; and at that level, a total2
2 This chart is based on a similar chart presented by the court in the pyramid case of Pacurib v. Villacruz, 705
N.Y.S. 2d. 819, 823 (N.Y. City Cir. Ct. 1999) (pyramid deceptive because recruits are led to believe that an
unlimited pool of possible recruits is readily available.)
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8,388,600 investing Appetizers will have participated. Just to advance one additional level, these
20th level Appetizers would require an additional 8,388,608 new recruits, thus making a total of
16,777,208 participating Appetizers.
Based on these facts,3 the Court hereby finds:
1.
Given the rapidly expanding number of new recruits needed to keep the AWP
Dinner Table project going, the Dinner Table fundraising project will inevitably fail. When new
Appetizers can no longer be persuaded to join, it will be the last three levels of Appetizers who
will lose all their money. For example, if the Dinner Table were to cease operation after only five
levels, the amount of people who would lose their money would total 224 (levels 3 4, and 5), and
the amount of money lost would total $1,120,000 (the contributions of levels 3 4, and 5). If the
Dinner Table did not fail until the 20th level, then 7,440,032 persons would lose a total of
$36,700,160,000.
2.
Because the AWP Dinner Table must inevitably fail and because money will be
lost by a great number of people, the AWP Dinner Table is inherently unfair and deceptive and is
in civil violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305.
3.

The Defendant participated in this scheme and benefited from it.
m.

PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND RESTITUTION

1.
This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the
parties consenting to this Judgment.
2.
Defendant Greenlaw, her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting for
the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305,
including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or Woman
Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project, but
only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not herself
receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s Project, (3)
has signed a notarized statement affirming this and detailing the time and

3 The State in its Complaint also alleges that members of AWP in promoting the Dinner Table have made serious
misrepresentations (e . g that the $5,000 payments are legal gifts and therefore “Desserts” need not pay income taxes
on them). This Court does not need to find that such claims by the State are correct in order to find that the AWP
Dinner Table is in violation of the UTPA.
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place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized statement by registered
mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months from the date this Consent
Decree was signed by the Court.
3.

Defendant Greenlaw must repay to the listed persons the following amounts:
NAME

AMOUNT

A. Sarah J. Porter
69 Jefferson Street
Apt. 201
Biddeford, ME 04005

$5,000

B. Avis Miller
538 Main Street
Princeton, ME 04668

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $_. ! W — to both of these persons until they
are paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall
be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments. Payments shall be made no
later than the first day of each month, beginning April 1, 2004.
4.
If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2
(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim, her
request for a hearing in order to resolve this dispute. If she fails to do so she is deemed to owe
this money and is subject to this Order’s UTPA injunction and the civil penalty set forth in 5
MRSA sec. 209.
5.
Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of
this Judgment to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be necessary for the
construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this Judgment.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory UTPA injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, up to
$ 10, 000 .

7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty of
$200. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade Practices
Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Judgment. The Attorney
General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an award of attorney fees for this proceeding,
but reserve the right to request attorney fees incurred in any post-judgment proceeding.
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Dated ■^ L

I 3 ,a< »f

. h \

eenlaw

Dated:

Dated: _

9- f a f * V

s .J
f t
James A. McKenna, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735

z \z z \n

_____
Justice
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.
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CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

)
)
)
)
)
)

KAREN HODGON
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,

CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade Practices)
Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §207)

)
)
)

Defendant

)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Karen Hodgon have consented to the
entry of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant nor
an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby ORDERED
and DnUEEED as lollows;
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be granted
against Karen Hodgon pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA), 5
M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), Multi-Level
Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.

2.

Defendant Karen Hodgon her agents, employees, assigns or other persons

acting for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and
restrained from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §
2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of
the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project,
but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not
herself receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s
Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming this and
detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized
statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months
. from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the Court

3.

Defendant Karen Hodgon must repay to the listed persons

the following amounts:

A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Elizabeth Pal

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to this person until
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she is paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to Ms. Elizabeth Pal. Ms.
Pal shall be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of her current mailing address.
If the Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim,
her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant.
Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209,
up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty
of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Consent Decree.
8.

The undersigned, with full.knowledge qf the terms of the-above Consent' -

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.
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Dated:

12-

FO R THE DEFENDANT:

Dated: /) # & C .A 3

FO R THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

j

¿>3

/h

t<

James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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STATE OF MAME
KENNEBEC, ss.

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

LORI ANNE JACKSON
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPMG WOMAN,
Defendant

IT

) •'
)
)
)
)
)
)
'i
>
)
)
)
)

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade Practices)
Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Lorianne Jackson have consented to the
entry of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant nor
an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby ORDERED
and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be granted
against Lorianne Jackson pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA), 5
M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), Multi-Level
Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.

2.

Defendant Lorianne Jackson her agents, employees, assigns or other persons

acting for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and
restrained from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §
2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of
the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project,
but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not
herself receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s
Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming this and
detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized
statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months
from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the Court

3.

Defendant Lorianne Jackson must repay to the listed persons the following

amounts:

A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Gina DeJoy

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to this person until
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she is paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to Ms. Gina DeJoy. Ms.
DeJoy shall be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of her current mailing
address. If the Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim,
her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant.
Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the constmction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions fisted above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty fisted in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209,
up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty
of $ 200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Consent Decree.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.
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1

Dated: ___j_
Justice, Superior Court

Dated:

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated: / £ • / / < > / ° 3
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.
PAMELA EMMA LANDRY
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade Practices)
Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §207)
llECPi'Z;?* ,
' H!ÜhC0¡Jú>,
jv
AtiWfie.
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Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Pamela Emma Landry has consented to
the entry of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant nor
an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby ORDERED
and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be granted
against Pamela Emma Landry pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA), 5
M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.RS.A. § 2305 (1983), Multi-Level
Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.

1

2.

Defendant Pamela Emma Landry her agents, employees, assigns or other

persons acting for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined
and restrained from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §
2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of
the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project,
but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not
herself receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s
Project, and (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming this and
detailing the time and place of payment.

3.

Defendant Pamela Emma Landry must repay to the listed persons the

following amounts:
NAME

AMOUNT

A.

April Brunell, Lincoln, ME

$ 5,000.00

B.

Donna Bragdon, Lincoln, ME

$ 5,000.00

C

. Vicki J. Folnsbee, Lincoln, ME

$ 5,000.00

D.
E.

Sandra Mattheson, Dennysville, ME
C h a r l o t t e P e s c a r i n o , B a i l e y v i l l e , ME

$ 5,000.00
$ 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0
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The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $

until all

listed persons are paid in full. The-Defendant shall make the payments directly to each
person, in the order listed above. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to each
person and is responsible for confirming each person’s address. If the Defendant so chooses,
she may decide to accelerate her payments. The Defendant must send Assistant Attorney
General written confirmation of each payment.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim,
her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant.
Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the puipose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S. A. § 209.
7. The Defendant has paid to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty
of $

. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair

Trade Practices Act.
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8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

Dated:

Dated:

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

(1 .

°3
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

JACQUELINE ABRAHAM,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
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CONSENT DECREE

)

(Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. §207)

)
)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Abraham have consented to the entry
of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant
nor an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby
ORDERED and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over

the parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be
granted against the Defendant pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA),
5 M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), MultiLevel Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.
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I.

2.

('

Defendant Abraham her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting

for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S A.
§ 2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project
or Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a
related fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in
violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §
207;and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to
return money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s
Project, but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money,
(2) did not herself receive money as a result of her participation in
A Woman’s Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming
this and detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers
the notarized statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later
than 6 months from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the
Court

3.

Defendant Abraham must repay to the listed persons

the following amounts:
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NAME

AMOUNT

A.

Jennifer Warford
PO Box 486
Ellsworth, ME 04605

$5,000

B.

Lynda L. Warford
HC 77, Box 359
Hancock, ME 04640

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to each of these persons until
They are paid in full. These payments are to begin no later than April 1, 2004. The
Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall be
responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized
claim, her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the
claimant. Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party

of this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. §
209, up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil
Penalty of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine
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Unfair Trade Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this
Consent Decree. The Attorney General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an
award of attorney fees for this proceeding, but reserve the right to request attorney fees
incurred in any post-consent decree proceeding.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

Dated:__

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

Dated:

8 5 o4~
Jacquetine Abraham
FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

3 -/^ 0 / o *

aJ

/H
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

GEORGETTE FAULKINGHAM,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Faulkingham have consented to the
entry of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant
nor an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby
ORDERED and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over •

the parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be
granted against the Defendant pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA),
5 M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), MultiLevel Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.
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2.

Defendant Faulkingham her agents, employees, assigns or other persons

acting for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and
restrained from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S A.
§ 2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project
or Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a
related fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in
violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S A. §
207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to
return money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s
Project, but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money,
(2) did not herself receive money as a result of her participation in
A Woman’s Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming
tins and detailing the time and-place of payment,, and (4) delivers
the notarized statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later
than 6 months from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the
Court

3.

Defendant Faulkingham must repay to the listed persons the following
amounts:
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NAME

AMOUNT

A.

Diane Brenton
PO Box 5283
Ellsworth, ME 04605

$5,000

B.

Ramona Trombley
66 Summer Harbor Road
Winter Harbor, ME 04963

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to each of these persons until
They are paid in full. These payments are to begin no later than April 1, 2004. The
Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall be
responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized
claim, her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the
claimant. Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party

of this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.'
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions fisted above in
O'

Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty fisted in 5 M.R.S.A. §
209, up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil
Penalty of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine
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Unfair Trade Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this
Consent Decree. The Attorney General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an
award of attorney fees for this proceeding, but reserve the right to request attorney fees
incurred in any post-consent decree proceeding.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

Dated:

^ [ ^ 3 f p 4

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

Dated: 2

S ' iO

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated: # / < 2 ° / ° *
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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Plaintiff
v.

MARCIA GATCOMB
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CONSENT DECREE

(Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Gatcomb have consented to the entry
of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant
nor an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby
ORDERED and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over

the parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be
granted against the Defendant pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA),
5 M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 andPamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), MultiLevel Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.
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2.

Defendant Gatcomb her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting

for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A.
§ 2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project
or Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a
related fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in
violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §
207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to
return money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s
Project, but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money,
(2) did not herself receive money as a result of her participation in
A Woman’s Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming
this and detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers
the notarized statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later
than 6 months from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the
Court

3.

Defendant Gatcomb must repay to the listed person^ the following
amounts:
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A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Joanne Munce
68 Mt. Desert Street
Bar Harbor, ME 04609

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to each of this person until
They are paid in full. These payments are to begin no later than April 1, 2004. The
Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall be
responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized
claim, her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the
claimant. Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party

of this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. §
209, up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil
Penalty of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine
Unfair Trade Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this
Consent Decree. The Attorney General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an
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award of attorney fees for this proceeding, but reserve the right to request attorney fees
incurred in any post-consent decree proceeding.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

Dated:
Justice, Superior Court

Dated:

¿Lj «2 o / à ¥
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

SHEILA LAPOINTE ,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CONSENT DECREE

(Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act,
.5 M.R.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Lapointe have consented to the entry
of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant
nor an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby
ORDERED and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over

the parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be
granted against the Defendant pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA),
5 M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), MultiLevel Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.
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2.

Defendant Lapointe her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting

for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A.
§ 2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project
or Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a
related fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in
violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §
207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to
return money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s
Project, but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money,
(2) did not herself receive money as a result of her participation in
A Woman’s Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming
this and detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers
the notarized statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later
than 6 months from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the
Court

3.

Defendant Lapointe must repay to the listed persons the following
amounts:
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NAME

AMOUNT

A.

Sandra Emerson
4 Pleasant Boulevard
Machias, ME 04605

$5,000

B.

Glennis Emerson
PO Box 369
Jonesport, ME 04649

$5,000

C.

Tammy Tupper
PO Box 742
Baileyville, ME 04694

$5,000

D.

Libby Bryant
1036 Ayers Jet. Rd.
Charlotte, ME 04666

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to each of these persons until
They are paid in full. These payments are to begin no later than April 1, 2004. The
Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall be
responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized
claim, her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the
claimant. Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party

of this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
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6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. §
209, up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil
Penalty of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine
Unfair Trade Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this
Consent Decree. The Attorney General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an
award of attorney fees for this proceeding, but reserve the right to request attorney fees
incurred in any post-consent decree proceeding.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

Justice, Superior Court

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

Dared:
Defendant

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

j
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James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735

4

v*
)

©
STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

RECEIVED AND FIL gÇJEERIOR COURT
KEMHEBEC S UPE Ri0R

CIVIL ACTION

2-aBli FFB 23
i .

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

CHRISTINE ODOM,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
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CONSENT DECREE

(Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act,
5 IvLR.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Odom have consented to the entry of
this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant
nor an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby
ORDERED and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over

the parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be
granted against the Defendant pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA),
5 M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), MultiLevel Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.
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2.

Defendant Odom her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting for

the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A.
§ 2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project
or Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a
related fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in
violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §
207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to
return money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s
Project, but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money,
(2) did not herself receive money as a result of her participation in
A Woman’s Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming
this and detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers
the notarized statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later
than 6 months from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the
Court.

3.

Defendant Odom must repay to the listed persons the following amounts:

A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Stacie Mitchell
29 Holt Drive
Ellsworth, ME 04605

$5,000
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B.

l

Joanne Mclntire
216 Center Street
Bangor, ME 04401

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to each of these persons until
They are paid in full. These payments are to begin no later than April 1, 2004. The
Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall be
responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized
claim, her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the
claimant. Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party

of this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. §
209, up to $10,000.
•7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil
Penalty of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine
Unfair Trade Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this
Consent Decree. The Attorney General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an
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award of attorney fees for this proceeding, but reserve the right to request attorney fees
incurred in any post-consent decree proceeding.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

Justice, Superior Court

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

GiQ5UsbJXMgCOofom.

Dated:

Chri stine Odom

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

/ft
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

ARLENA PERREAULT,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
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CONSENT DECREE

(Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Perreault have consented to the entry
of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant
nor an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby
ORDERED and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has-jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over

the parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be
granted against the Defendant pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA),
5 M.R.S.A. §§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), MultiLevel Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.
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2.

I

Defendant Perreault her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting

for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A.
§ 2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project
or Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a
related fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in
violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S. A. §
207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to
return money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s
Project, but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money,
(2) did not herself receive money as a result of her participation in
A Woman’s Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming
this and detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers
the notarized statement by registered mail to the Defendant no laterthan 6 months from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the
Court.

3.

Defendant Perreault must repay to the listed persons the following
amounts:
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NAME

AMOUNT

A.

Tanya Sellon
685 Oak St./Bldg. 12, Apt. 7
Brockton, MA 02301

$5,000

B.

Tem L. Hayes
169 Basin Road
Addison, ME 04606

$5,000

C.

Jennifer Carver
345 Lowell Street
Somerville, MA 01243

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to each of these persons until
They are paid in full. These payments are to begin no later than April 1, 2004. The
Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall be
responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized
claim, her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the
claimant. Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party

of this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. §
209, up to $10,000.
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7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil
Penalty of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine
Unfair Trade Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this
Consent Decree. The Attorney General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an
award of attorney fees for this proceeding, but reserve the right to request attorney fees
incurred in any post-consent decree proceeding.
8.

The undersigned, with frill knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.

Dated:
Justice, Superior Court

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

Arlena Perreault

FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

V

James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735

4

(

f

STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

'••n

u r-

^
SUPERIOR COURT
. ; C : iCIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

m f: d ?3 A
STATE OF MAINE,
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Plaintiff
v.

RUTH WIT-BUR
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
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CONSENT DECREE
(Maine Unfair Trade Practices)
Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §207)

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its Complaint in the above-captioned matter on
April 29, 2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Ruth Wilbur have consented to the entry
of this Consent Decree without trial of the Complaint’s allegations or the finding or
admittance of any facts. This Decree does not constitute evidence against the Defendant nor
an admission by the Defendant of any of the allegations in the State’s Complaint.
NOW, THEREFORE, upon the consent of the parties hereto, it is hereby ORDERED
and DECREED as follows:
1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Decree. This Complaint states civil claims which may be granted
against Ruth Wilbur pursuant to the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (UTPA), 5 M.R.S.A.
§§ 206-214 (1989 and Pamph. 2002) and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983), Multi-Level
Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, etc., Declared a Lottery.
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2.

Defendant Ruth Wilbur her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting

for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained
from:

A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §
2305, including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of
the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project,
but only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not
herself receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s
Project, (3) has signed a notarized statement affirming this and
detailing the time and place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized
statement by registered mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months
from the date this Consent Decree was signed by the Court

3.

Defendant Ruth Wilbur must repay to the listed persons the following

amounts:

A.

NAME

AMOUNT

Rhonda Carter

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 150.00 to this person until
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she is paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to Ms. Rhonda Carter.
Ms. Carter shall be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of her current mailing
address. If the Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim,
her own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant.
Either party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be
necessary for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209,
up to $10,000.
7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty
of $200.00. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Consent Decree.
8.

The undersigned, with full knowledge of the terms of the above Consent

Decree, agree to these terms and to the entry of this Decree.
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Dated:
Justice, Superior Comt

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

Dated:

i<XjJ<2-7(0. ?
FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

Dated:

J £ r ^
James A. McKenna
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735
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Bernstein, Shur, Sawyer & Nelson, P.A.

Counselors at Law
Michael R. Bosse
E-mail: mbosse@bssn.com

100 Middle Street, West Tower, P.O. Box 9729, Portland, Maine 04104-5029
207-774-1200 Fax 207-774-1127
Internet: bssn.com

February 20, 2004

VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

Ms. Nancy Desjardin, Clerk
Kennebec County Superior Court
95 State Street
Augusta, ME 04330-5680
RE:

State of Maine v. Jacqueline Abraham, et al.
Docket No. CV-02-88

Dear Ms. Desjardin:
Enclosed for filing with the Court please find Defendants Greenlaw, Lincoln, Smith and
Robinson’s Memorandum of Law in Support of Determination of Installment Orders by the
Superior Court.
Please feel free to call me with any questions. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Michael R. Bosse

MRB:mmc

cc:

James McKenna, Esq. (via fax)
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Member, Lex Mundi, A Global Association of 158 Independent Law Firms

STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss
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STATE OF MAINE,

)
)
)
)

Plaintiff
v.

JACQUELINE ABRAMS, et al.
db/a A WOMAN’S PROJECT and
WOMEN HELPING WOMEN,
Defendants.

)
)
)

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN
SUPPORT OF DETERMINATION
OF INSTALLMENT ORDERS BY
)
THE SUPERIOR COURT

)
)
)

NOW COME the Defendants Gladys Greenlaw, Rene Lincoln, Evelyn Smith, and
Kitty Robinson (hereinafter “Defendants”), by and through counsel, and submit the
following Memorandum of Law in Support of the Determination of Installment Orders by
the Superior Court as follows:
Procedural Background

Defendants Rene Lincoln, Gladys Greenlaw, Evelyn Smith, and Kitty Robinson
all have agreed to enter into judgments in the above-captioned matter, and have sighed
and sent each judgment to the State of Maine, Attorney General’s Office (hereinafter
“State of Maine”) for their signature, on behalf of the Plaintiff, and filing with the Court.
To aid the Court in determining an appropriate installment order for each of the
Defendants, the State requested the Defendants to fill out a financial disclosure form.
Those forms, and in some cases memoranda from the individual Defendants about their
circumstances, have been attached to the judgments that have been submitted to the
Court.

The manner of providing this information to the Court is relatively unique. As the
Court is essentially acting as a disclosure court in setting an installment order, the parties
have agreed that the Court’s determination of the appropriate installment order should be
guided by the provisions of Title 14, and particularly 14 M.R.S.A. § 3126-A. The parties
have agreed to give the written information to the Court. If the Court needs any further
information, or needs further detail than the form provides, these Defendants request the
opportunity to submit further evidence on any relevant issues, to appear in person, or to
provided limited testimony by affidavit. If such a case arises, the Defendants request that
they have 10 days from the date of any order or judgment to provide the information.
The State consents to this request.
Memorandum of Law

The Superior Court must make a determination in these matters as to what, if
anything, each Defendant is able to pay under the financial circumstances presented.
Although the State is requesting an installment order of $150 per month per complainant,
the financial documents submitted to the Court make clear that installment orders in that
amount, per complainant, would be erroneous as a matter of law. These Defendants
object to monthly installment payment of $ 150.00 per month per complainant. While the
State will likely argue that these Defendants have theoretically had the use of the money,
that factor is irrelevant under this statute. The Court must look at the present financial
circumstances of each Defendant and make an order that fairly represents what each
Defendant is able to pay.
The only difference between the complainants and the Defendants in this case is
their position in the alleged pyramid. No one ever has suggested that the Defendants
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acted with black heart malice or intentionally sought to deprive other women of money.
In fact, quite the opposite occurred. The Defendants became involved in a Woman’s
Project because it provided an opportunity for women to meet together, have dinners, and
share information out of a mutual concern for each other. Much of the money went to
charities or was used for charitable purposes, such as helping other women in need.
Given the financial circumstances of these Defendants, an installment award of
anywhere near $150 per month per complainant would be unfair. Each Defendant’s
situation is addressed below, with a specific request for monthly payments:
1.

Gladys Greenlaw. Gladys Greenlaw has two complainants. Ms.

Greenlaw has essentially no non-exempt income or assets. The only income she has is
from social security and her husband’s pension. Both categories of income are exempt
property pursuant to Section 3126-A. She takes care of her husband, who had a serious
stroke in August of 2002, as the statement attached to her financial disclosure form states.
Accordingly, Ms. Greenlaw simply has no non-exempt income. Her monthly expenses
are approximately $2,000 a month. Ms. Greenlaw requests that the order be for no more
than $10 per month to each complainant, given her current financial situation.
2.

Rene Lincoln. Ms. Lincoln also has two complainants. She is currently

receiving no income as she is now unemployed, and is receiving unemployment
compensation. When her unemployment compensation is deleted from her income,
because it is exempt pursuant to Section 3126-A, her and her husband’s non-exempt
income is approximately equal to her monthly expenses. Ms. Lincoln does not believe
that she has the financial ability to make any monthly payments at this juncture.
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3.

Kitty Robinson. Ms. Robinson has two complainants. Ms. Robinson

owns no real estate, and has monthly income with her husband that only slightly exceeds
her monthly expenses. Nevertheless, Ms. Robinson would attempt to make payments and
believes that she would be able to pay up to $20 per complainant per month as part of an
installment order.
4.

Evelyn Smith. Ms. Smith has four complainants. As the attached

statement from Ms. Smith demonstrates, she is a widow with an eight-year old daughter.
See Evelyn Smith Statement, attached as Exhibit A. Her monthly income grossly
exceeds her monthly expenses. Although she has been attempting to run her own wreath
business, one of her largest customers was lost in the September 11th bombing (Morgan
Stanley in the World Trade Center). Ms. Smith does not believe that she is able to pay
any monies at this time, but would try to make a payment of $5 per month per
complainant.
Conclusion

If the financial circumstances of each of these Defendants changes in the future,
the State will be able to revisit this issue and seek installment orders in a greater amount
from these Defendants. At present, however, the installment payments requested by the
State are simply unreasonable given the Defendants’ financial circumstances at the
«
present time.
Finally, given this fairly unique situation, the parties have agreed to fill out the
forms created by the State, and not, at least initially, provide any live testimony. If the
Court has any questions about the materials on the forms, or needs further information
with regard to any statutory exemptions, Defendants Greenlaw, Smith, Lincoln, and
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Robinson request the opportunity to submit further evidence on any issues that the Court
needs, or to appear in person or to provide limited testimony by affidavit to support any
exemptions. The State has agreed for these Defendants to have a ten-day period from any
judgment or order to provide any additional information.

Dated this _ _ day of February, 2004.

Michael R. Bosse, Bar No. 8358
Attorney for Defendants

Bernstein, Shur, Sawyer & Nelson
100 Middle Street, P.O. Box 9729
Portland, Maine 04104-5029
(207) 774-1200

5

2-07-02
To Whom This May Concern:
Below is a brief statement to give you a little information of who I am & explain to you a little about my
seasonal business.

»

My name is Evelyn Smith. I'm a widow with a 8 year old daughter named Jordan. We lost Jordan's father in a
fishing boat accident on March 31, 1997. As a single mother, I struggled for the next few years just getting by, just
keeping up with the regular bills, credit cards, etc., but making no headway on a small interest only equity loan, I
had at that time.
In late part of 2000, I was approached by George West, to see if I was interested in buying his mail-order wreath
business. I have a small Christmas wreath business, that was in commercial sales only, than.
I would have been very hesitant to go into such debt, but the Woman's Group was going on than. It had given me
the confidence, that things were looking better, and of course I believed that the mail-order wreath part of the
business would do well and pay for that debt that I would need to borrow in order to make that business work. I
borrowed enough to pay George, combine the small equity I still owed, & build on a building, to have enough
space to do the mail order part of the business. The total debt was around $80,000.
9-11 happened just before the wreath season that year. One of Maine's Best Wreath Co. clients, Morgan Stanley
(a large client), lost many people in that bombing of the World Trade Center. They were hurt economically, and
didn't order that year. They still haven’t recovered yet, thus have not been able to afford to order with us for the
last 3 years.
The number of pieces ordered, has decreased some every year since
9-11. ( In the year 2000, George's last season, to 2003, the no. of pieces sold is 1/2 the amount.) This, I
believe is partly due to the countries economics conditions. I have had to make adjustments to the shipping costs
to cover the rising increases. This also is a factor. Costs on everything have gone up.
There are so many expenses with the mail-order wreath business, with orders down it is not even covering it's
own expenses. This also taking away from the commercial wreath business profit.
I haven't been able to make any headway on the debt against our home in
over 3 years. The debt has gone from $80,000. to $90,435. All l have been able is to pay the interest on this
interest only Equity Loan. I tried hard to increase customers, to have a better year this year, it just didn't happen.
In closing, Jordan & I are still struggling to get buy. Our home & car are in need of several repairs that need to be
done. I thought that I would just write them down for you.
1- Kitchen ceiling needs to be repaired 2 large holes from PVC pipes leaking, from upstairs plumbing. It has
ruined our swirled ceiling, also there is water damage from ice leaking in on the North side, has ruined also the
ceiling & wall in kitchen. ( On my home insurance last year, they increased my policy by $500.00, because I
had a ice storm damage claim 2 years before. This made me have to cancel part of my home insurance,
because I couldn't afford it. It went from $895. to over $1,600.)
2 - 1have enclosed a copy of the Engineer document, to cover, repairs needed for the main caring beam, floor
supports and ceramic tile floors.

2/20/2004

Page 2 of 2
( Contractor / Carpenter will not go good on his & crews work, and EBS are not standing behind the tile
installation. They weren't stall correctly. Tiles are coming up in many areas on the first floor.)
3- The dormer roof on the North side, needs to be redone, water and ice shield as a minimum, must be done to
stop the ice & water damage that keeps accruing on the 1st floor along the hole North side.This has occurred 4
out of 7 years.
4- Our 1988 Olds Cutlass, needs about $500.00 dollars worth of work.
The rear wheel bearings are gone and the back brakes need to be replaced.

Sometime things in life aren't easy, and the answers are not always clear if we are trying to figure them out
ourselves. There is nothing easy about Life's Lessons!
I use to struggle with myself to come up with the answers. Now I have just turned things over to God, and pray
for his help & forgiveness. And ask him to help me find the answers.
Sincerely,

Evelyn Smith

2/20/2004
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Plaintiff
v.
RENE LINCOLN,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
I.

JUDGMENT

(Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. § 207)

A W OM AN’S PROJECT IS AN ILLEGAL PYRAMID

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its complaint in the above-captioned matter on April
29, 2002.
This Court hereby finds that the fund raising scheme named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman is an illegal “gifting” pyramid and in civil violation of the Maine
Unfair trade Practices Act (UTPA) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and the civil prohibitions set forth in 17
M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983)1, Multi-Level Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, Etc., Declared a Lottery.
Defendant Lincoln participated in this illegal pyramid and is subject to the permanent
injunction and restitution Order as set forth in Section III of this Judgment.

II.

FACTS

The A Woman’s Project (“AWP”) is a voluntary women-only group whose members
pursue personal, social and charitable goals, including a fundraising project which is organized
around “Dinner Tables,” which are designed to split and multiply.
Individual AWP Dinner Tables are organized as follows:

1 Pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305, participation in a pyramid that meets the statutory definitions set forth in this
statute is a per se violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 (“ a violation of this section
shall constitute a violation of Title 5, Ch. 10, Unfair trade Practices Act.”). This anti-pyramid law also provides
criminal penalties for any person who participates in such a pyramid lcby organizing or inducing membership in any
such group or organization.” The State’s complaint is entirely civil and makes no claims of criminal activity.

1.
Each fundraising Dinner Table is a multi-level group. On the first level are the
eight newest members who are called “Appetizers.” On the next level are four members called
“Soups and Salads.” The third level has two members who are called “Entrees.” Finally, at the
fourth level and at the head of the Table, is a single member called the “Dessert.”
2.
A woman typically joins a particular AWP Dinner Table as one of eight
Appetizers when she gives $5,000 to the person occupying the Dessert position.
3.
When each of the eight Appetizers have given their $5,000, then the person
occupying the Dessert position receives $40,000. In most cases, this Dessert person had
originally joined a Dinner Table as an Appetizer and had herself given $5,000 to the then Dessert
person. Here is how a person can move from the Appetizer position to the Dessert position:
A.

Each Dinner Table is actually a four-level, three-step organization with
one Dessert at the top, two Entrees below the Dessert Position, four Soups
and Salads beneath them, and eight newly joined Appetizers at the bottom.

B.

When that particular Dessert person receives $40,000 from the new
Appetizers, then the Dinner Table splits into two new Dinner Tables and
everyone advances up in rank, with the two previous Entrees becoming the
Desserts on the two new Dinner Tables, the four Soups and Salads
becoming the two Entrees on the two new Dinner Tables and the eight
Appetizers becoming the four Soups and Salads on the two new Dinner
Tables.

C.

At that point, the two new Dinner Tables each need eight new Appetizers
(a total of 16) who will join AWP and who will each give the two new
Desserts at the top of their Dinner Tables $5,000. When this happens, then
these two new Dinner Tables themselves split into two more Dinner
Tables and, again, everyone moves up to the next level on the now four
newly created Dinner Tables.

4.
As long as eight new Appetizers are persuaded to join each newly created Dinner
Table, then each participant has a chance of themselves reaching the Dessert position on a future
Dinner Table. However, if sufficient new Appetizers do not join, then the Dinner Tables will
cease to split, the fundraising effort will cease, and all those who have paid $5,000 (the three
levels of Appetizers, Soups and Salads and Entrees) will all lose their money.5
5.
Members of an AWP Dinner Table invite potential new Appetizers to a
presentation about the AWP and the Dinner Table. Members are not necessarily required to
recruit new members as a condition of receiving money as a Dessert. However, all Table
members understand that if new Appetizers do not join the Table, then the members’ progress
towards the Dessert position will cease and the fundraising effort will end, and they will lose
their money.
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6.
As this chart2 shows, very quickly millions of new Appetizer recruits would be
required to provide AWP with the new members necessary for the Dinner Table to continue to
divide and exist:

Levels of
Progression
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

New “Appetizer” Recruits
Necessary for Each Newly
Created Dinner Table to Split and
Continue
7 (non paying original organizers)
8 (new recruits necessary to
continue)
16
32
64
128
256
512
1024
2048
4096
8192
16,384
32,768
65,536
131,072
262,144
524,288
1,048,576
2,097,152
4,194,304

Total Paying Dinner
Party Participants
0
8
24
56
120
248
504
1016
2040
4088
8184
16,376
32,760
65,528
131,064
262,136
524,280
1,048,568
2,097,144
4,194,296
8,388,600

7.
Also as this chart shows, the seven original organizers, of course, pay no money
and are never at risk. For the original eight investing appetizer recruits ($5,000 each) to reach the
Dessert position, the Dinner Tables must split three times and 48 new recruits must join, making
a total of 56 participants. Then, in order for the eight original investing organizers to reach the
Dessert level and be paid $40,000, the organization must progress to another level and 64 new
Appetizers must join the eight Dinner Tables headed by these eight Desserts. At this level, a total
of 120 paying Appetizers will have had to participate. Although sufficient possible recruits may
be available at these early stages of this fundraising effort, the pool of available recruits rapidly
dissipates as the program progresses.
8.
As the chart above shows, at the 20th level, 4,194,304 new investing Appetizers
would be required in order for all previous Desserts to be paid and retire; and at that level, a total
2 This chart is based on a similar chart presented by the court in the pyramid case of Pacurib v. Villacruz, 705
N.Y.S. 2d. 819, 823 (N.Y. City Cir. Ct. 1999) (pyramid deceptive because recruits are led to believe that an
unlimited pool of possible recruits is readily available.)
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8,388,600 investing Appetizers will have participated. Just to advance one additional level, these
20th level Appetizers would require an additional 8,388,608 new recruits, thus making a total of
16,777,208 participating Appetizers.
Based on these facts, the Court hereby finds:
1.
Given the rapidly expanding number of new recruits needed to keep the AWP
Dinner Table project going, the Dinner Table fundraising project will inevitably fail. When new
Appetizers can no longer be persuaded to join, it will be the last three levels of Appetizers who
will lose all their money. For example, if the Dinner Table were to cease operation after only five
levels, the amount of people who would lose their money would total 224 (levels 3 4, and 5), and
the amount of money lost would total $1,120,000 (the contributions of levels 3 4, and 5). If the
Dinner Table did not fail until the 20th level, then 7,440,032 persons would lose a total of
$36,700,160,000.
2.
Because the AWP Dinner Table must inevitably fail and because money will be
lost by a great number of people, the AWP Dinner Table is inherently unfair and deceptive and is
in civil violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305.
3.

The Defendant participated in this scheme and benefited from it.
III.

PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND RESTITUTION

1.
This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the
parties consenting to this Judgment.
2.
Defendant Lincoln, her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting for the
Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305,
including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or Woman
Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project, but
only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not herself
receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s Project, (3)
has signed a notarized statement affirming this and detailing the time and

3 The State in its Complaint also alleges that members o f AWP in promoting the Dinner Table have made serious
misrepresentations (e.g., that the $5,000 payments are legal gifts and therefore “Desserts” need not pay income taxes
on them). This Court does not need to find that such claims by the State are correct in order to find that the AWP

Dinner Table is in violation of the UTPA.

............
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place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized statement by registered
mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months from the date this Judgment
was signed by the Court.
3.

Defendant Lincoln must repay to the listed persons the following amounts:
NAME

AMOUNT

A. Tammy Pulk
268 E. River Road
Pembroke, ME 04666

$5,000

B. Cathy Faulkingham
PO Box 355
Jonesport, ME 04649

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $_ IIP
to both of these persons until they
are paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to these persons and they shall
be responsible for keeping the Defendant informed of their current mailing addresses. If the
Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments. Payments shall be made no
later than the first day of each month, beginning April 1, 2004.
4.
If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2
(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim, her
request for a hearing in order to resolve this dispute. If she fails to do so she is deemed to owe
this money and is subject to this Order’s UTPA injunction and the civil penalty set forth in 5
MRSA sec. 209.
5.
Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of
this Judgment to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be necessary for the
.construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this Judgment.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory UTPA injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, up to
$ 10, 000.

7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty of
$200. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade Practices
Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Judgment. The Attorney
General’s Office/State of Maine are not requesting an award of attorney fees for this proceeding,
but reserve the right to request attorney fees incurred in any post-judgment proceeding.
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Dated:

Dated:

Dated:

/ 3-°/ 6^

James A. McKenna, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
#6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Bar No. 1735

¿¡23 lV^
Justice, Superior Court
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Brooks, ME 04921

Anne Bradeen
33 Peltoma Ave
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Pam Bridges
PO Box 66
Birch Harbor, ME 04693

Tamrah Dinsmore
PO Box 56
Lubec, ME 04652

Georgette Faulkingham
HC 35 Box 36A
Winter Harbor, ME 04693

Wendy Gardonni
7 School Street
Lubec, ME 04652

Marsha Gatcomb
RT 1
Hancock, ME 04640

Gladys Greenlaw
6 Whitlock Lane
Calais, ME 04619

Susan Hart
105 Raven Road
Monroe, ME 04951

Linda Hagan
Main Street
Jonesport, ME 04649

Deborah Henderson
PO Box 697
Brewer, ME 04412

Karen Hodgdon
Route 1
Hancock, ME 04640

Lorianne Jackson
HC 77 Box 448
Hancock, ME 04640

Sheila LaPointe
5 Whitlock Lane
Calais, ME 04619

Pam Landry
Mt. View Drive
Bailey ville, ME 04694

Rene Lincoln
Preston Road
Dennysville, ME 04628

Sherrye MacLeod
102 Congress Street
Belfast, ME 04915

Joan Manfredi
RR 4 Box 4247B
Belfast, ME 04915

Marcy Mullin
Bar Harbor Road
Ellsworth, ME 04605
(667-2029)

Christine Odum
c/o Shawn Bradley
Eastside Road
Hancock, ME 04640

Arlena Perreault
655 Basin Road
Addison, ME 04606

Meg Peterson
PO Box 952
Belfast, ME 04915

Karen Quirk
PO Box 332
Lubec, ME 04652

Shirley Richer
20 Atlantic Drive
Scarborough, ME 04074

Kitty Robinson
PO Box 131
Jonesport, ME 04649

Lynn Russell
44 Washington Street
Calais, ME 04619

Aimee (Small) Leighton
2969 Broadway
Bangor, ME 04401

Evelyn Smith
PO Box 82
Jonesboro, ME 04648

Ruth Wilbur
HC 77 RT 1
Hancock, ME 04640

STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-

STATE OF MAINE,

)

)
)
)
v.
)
)
JACQUELINE ABRAHAM,
)
ALICE BAGLEY, LINDA BENNETT,
)
ANNE BRADEEN, PAM BRIDGES,
)
TAMMY DINSMORE,
)
GEORGETTE FAULKINGHAM,
)
WENDY GARDONNI, MARSHA GATCOMB, )
GLADYS GREENLAW, LINDA HAGAN,
)
SUSAN HART, DEBORAH HENDERSON,
)
KAREN HODGDON, LORIANNE JACKSON,
)
SHEILA LAPOINTE, PAM LANDRY,
)
RENE LINCOLN, SHERRYE MACLEOD,
)
JOAN MANEREDI, MARCY MULT IN,
)
CHRISTINE ODUM, ARLENA PERREAULT,
)
MEG PETERSON, KAREN QUIRK,
)
SHIRLEY RICHER, KITTY ROBINSON,
)
LYNN RUSSELL, AIMEE (SMALL) LEIGHTON,)
EVELYN SMITH, and RUTH WILBUR,
)
)
Plaintiff

d/b/a A W OM AN’S PROJECT and
W OM EN HELPING W OM EN,

Defendants

UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICE
COMPLAINT (INJUNCTIVE
RELIEF REQUESTED)

)
)

)
)

INTRODUCTION

1.

The Plaintiff, State of Maine, brings this action by and through the Attorney

General pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. §2305 and 5 M.R.S.A §209 to enjoin the Defendants from
operating in the State of Maine a pyramid club or plan called both A Woman’s Project and
Women Helping Women and from engaging in misleading and deceptive practices in connection
with the pyramid scheme, in violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A §207.

The State also seeks restitution for persons injured by these practices and civil penalties for
intentional violations of the Unfair Trade Practices Act.

PARTIES
2.

Plaintiff the State of Maine is a sovereign State and brings this action by and

through its Attorney General pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §§191 and 209 and the powers vested in
him by common law.
3.

The Defendants listed below have participated in the multi-level fund-raising club

called A Woman’s Project and Women Helping Women [hereinafter referred to as “A Woman’s
Project”] by helping to organize the club or by inducing membership in the club:
A.

Jaqueline

Abraham

HC 77 Box 345 A

Hancock ME 04640

B.

Alice

Bagley

Route 1

Hancock, ME 0464

C.

Linda

Bennett

117 So. Brooks Rd.

Belfast, ME 04921

D.

Anne

Bradeen

33 Peltoma Ave

Pittsfield ME 04967

E.

Pam

Bridges

PO Box 66

Birch Harbor ME 04693

F.

Tamrah

Dinsmore

PO Box 56

Lubec ME, 04652

G.

Georgette Faulkingham

HC 35 Box 36A

Winter Harbor ME 04693

H.

Wendy

Gardonni

7 School Street

Lubec ME 04652

I.

Marsha

Gatcomb

RT 1

Hancock ME 04640

J.

Gladys

Greenlaw

6 Whitlock Lane

Calais ME 04619

K.

Linda

Hagan

Main Street

Jonesport, ME 04649

L.

Susan

Hart

105 Raven Road

Monroe, ME 04951

M.

Deborah

Henderson

PO Box 697

Brewer, ME 04412
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N.

Karen

Hodgdon

Route 1

Hancock, ME 04640

O.

Lorianne

Jackson

HC 77 Box 448

Hancock, ME 04640

P.

Sheila

LaPointe

5 Whitlock Lane

Calais ME 04619

Q.

Pam

Landry

Mt. View Drive

Baileyville, ME 04694

R.

Rene

Lincoln

Preston Road

Dennysville, ME 04628

S.

Sherrye

MacLeod

102 Congress Street

Belfast, ME 04915

T.

Joan

Manfredi

RR 4 Box 4247B

Belfast ME 04915

U.

Marcy

Mullin

Bar Harbor Road

Ellsworth ME 04605

V.

Christine

Odum

W.

Ariena

Perreault

655 Basin Road

Addison, ME 04606

X.

Meg

Peterson

PO Box 952

Belfast, ME 04915

Y.

Karen

Quirk

PO Box 332

Lubec, ME 04652

Z.

Shirley

Richer

20 Atlantic Drive

Scarborough, ME 04074

AA. Kitty

Robinson

PO Box 131

Jonesport, ME 04649

BB.

Lynn

Russell

44 Washington St.

Calais, ME 04619

CC.

Aimee

(Small) Leighton

2969 Broadway

Bangor ME 04401

DD. Evelyn

Smith

PO Box 82

Jonesboro ME 04648

EE.

Wilbur

HC 77 RT 1

Hancock, ME 04640

Ruth

c/o Shawn Bradley, Eastside Rd
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Hancock ME 04640

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

4.

This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to 4 M.R.S.A. §105 and 5

M.R.S.A. §209.
5.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §209, the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, this action is

brought in the Superior Court of Kennebec County.

STATUTORY BACKGROUND

6.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §207, unfair and deceptive trade practices in trade or

commerce are unlawful.
7.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §209, whenever the Attorney General has reason to

believe that any person is using or is about to use any method, act or practice
declared by §207 to be unlawful, the Attorney General may bring an action against such person
to restrain by temporary or permanent injunction the use of unfair trade practices and order the
return of a legally obtained money or property.
8.

Pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. §2305 multi-level “pyramid” clubs or plans are declared

to be a lottery and constitute a per se unfair trade practice in violation of 5 M.R.S.A. §207. A
pyramid club or plan is any club whereby fees contributed by new recruits are paid to other
members of the club who themselves have been required to pay for the right to receive such
sums; and which includes a provision for club membership to grow through a chain process
whereby current members secure new recruits, thereby advancing up the membership structure to
a position where these members in turn receive money from recruits who are below them in the
hierarchy. This statute reads in its entirety:
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The organization of any multi-level distributorship arrangement, pyramid club or
other group, organized or brought together under any plan or device whereby fees
or dues or anything of material value to be paid or given by members thereof who
has been required to pay or give anything of material value for the right to receive
such sums, with the exemption of payments based exclusively on sales of goods
or services to persons who are not participants in the plan and who are not
purchasing in order to participate in the plan, which plan or device includes any
provisions for the increase in such memberships through a chain process of new
members securing other new members and thereby advancing themselves in the
group to a position where such members in turn receive fees dues or things of
material value from other members, is declared to be a lottery, and whoever shall
organize or participate in any such lottery by organizing or inducing membership
in any such group or organization shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon
conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000 or by
imprisonment for not more than 11 months, or by both. A violation of this section
shall constitute a violation of Title 5, chapter 10, Unfair Trade Practices Act.

FACTS

9.

A Woman’s Project is a multi-level organization in which participants move up a

hierarchy as new recruits are persuaded to occupy the lower positions.
10.

In order to join A Woman’s Project new recruits are typically required to

contribute the sum of $5,000 to a senior member.
11.

By contributing $5,000 to A Woman’s Project a new recruit herself then becomes

eligible to move up the hierarchy and, assuming additional new recruits are persuaded to join, to
eventually reach the “dessert” level.
12.

Recruits who reach the “dessert” level and receive $30,000 - $40,000 are free to

use the money as they see fit, including purchases of personal goods and services.
13.

A Woman’s Project’s main purpose is to benefit senior members by passing on to

them the $5,000 contributions obtained from new recruits.
14.

Defendants typically use a dinner party analogy to describe how A Woman’s

Project works. Each new recruit typically gives $5,000 to another participant and thereby is
5

placed at the “appetizer” level at the “dinner table.” The recruits make the $5,000 payment to a
participant who has reached the “dessert” level, the highest position at the “dinner table.”
15.

As new recruits join, the “appetizers” move (A) from the “appetizer” level, (B) to

the “Soup and Salad” level, (C) to the “Entrée” level and, finally, (D) to the “Dessert.”
16.

If eight new recruits each contribute $5,000, then the person who has reached the

“dessert” position can receive up to $40,000. By way of example only, A Woman’s Project
“dinner table” is attached to this Complaint as Attachment A. In this chart “A” stands for
Appetizer, “SS” stands for Soup and Salad, “E” stands for Entrée, and “D” stands for Dessert.
17.

A recruit will move from the “appetizer” level to the “dessert” level only if

sufficient new recruits are persuaded to join at the “appetizer” level and pay $5,000.
18.

A Woman’s Project constant need for new recruits ensures that it will inevitably

fail and numerous participants will loose their money and never reach the “dessert” level.
19.

Attachment B to this Complaint describes how quickly the need for new recruits

will exceed the pool of available recruits.
20.

Each Defendant is a participant in A Woman’s Project and, on information and

belief, has received payments from new recruits to this multi-level club or plan.
21.

Each Defendant’s participation in A Woman’s Project has included recruiting new

members who will give money to members higher in A Woman’s Project hierarchy.
22.

Each Defendant has helped organize A Woman’s Project.

23.

Potential new recruits were typically assured that A Woman’s Project did not

violate Maine laws.
24.

Potential new recruits to A Woman’s Project were typically promised they would

receive back their $5,000 if they ever decide to no longer be a member of A Woman’s Project.
6

25.

Potential new recruits to A Woman’s Project were typically assured that any

income they received if they were to reach the “dessert” level would not be subject to income
taxes.
26.

Potential new recruits were typically urged or required to recruit new members of

A Woman’s Project.
27.

Potential new recruits were typically told not to use their last names when they

joined a “dinner table.”
28.

A Woman’s Project’s goal of raising up to $40,000 for members who reached the

“dessert” level could be met only if sufficient new recruits were persuaded to join.
29.

Certain of the Defendants in this action have specifically refused to return the

money they received from a recruit to A Woman’s Project. These defendants and recruits are as
follows:
Defendants
Jaqueline Abraham
HC 77 Box 345 A
Pomroy Road/Christine’s Avenue
Hancock, ME 04640

Recruits Who Are Seeking Full Restitution
Jennifer Warford
PO Box 486
Ellsworth, ME 04605
Lynda L. Warford
HC 77 Box 359
Hancock, ME 04640

Alice Bagley
Route 1
Hancock, ME 04640

Cathy Oleson
PO Box 272
Ellsworth, ME 04605

Linda Bennett
117 So. Brooks Road
Brooks, ME 04921

Lynn Dumas
216 Rocky Road
Northport, ME 04849

Anne Bradeen
33 Peltoma Ave
Pittsfield, ME 04967

Judy Bryant
RR 3 Box 1414
Carmel, ME 04419
7

Pam Bridges
PO Box 66
Birch Harbor, ME 04693

Joann Beal
Box 267 Basin Road
Addison, ME 04606

Tamrah Dinsmore
PO Box 56
Lubec, ME 04652

Mary McLean
13 Stillston Street
Calais, Me 04619
Alta Smith
RR 1 Box 56
Jonesboro, ME 04648

Georgette Faulkingham
HC 35 Box 36A
Winter Harbor, ME 04693

Diane Brenton
PO Box 5283
Ellsworth, ME 04605

Wendy Gardonni
7 School Street
Lubec, ME 04652

Diane R. Clark
Box 158
Beals, ME 04611

Marsha Gatcomb
RT 1
Hancock, ME 04640

Joanne Munce
68 Mt. Desert Street
Bar Harbor, ME 04609

Gladys Greenlaw
6 Whitlock Lane
Calais, ME 04619

Sarah J. Porter
#69 Jefferson St.,
Apt. 201,
Biddeford, ME 04005
Avis Miller
538 Main Street
Princeton, ME 04668

Linda Hagan
Main Street
Jonesport, ME 04649

Deborah Murphy
540 Deerfield Drive
Hermon, ME 04401

Karen Hodgdon
Route 1
Hancock, ME 04640

Elizabeth Pal
330 Bar Harbor Road
Trenton, ME 04605
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Lorianne Jackson
HC 77 Box 448
Hancock, ME 04640

Gina DeJoy
RR 1
Blue Hill, ME 04614

Sheila LaPointe
5 Whitlock Lane
Calais, ME 04619

Sandra Emerson
4 Pleasant Blv
Machias, ME 04654
Glennis Emerson
PO Box 369
Jonesport, ME 04649
Tammy Tupper
PO Box 742
Baileyville, ME 04694

Pam Landry
Mt. View Drive
Baileyville, ME 04694

Charlotte Pescarino
PO Box 970
Baileyville ME 04694

Rene Lincoln
Preston Road
Dennysville, ME 04628

Tammy Pulk
268 E. River Road
Pembroke, Me 04666

S’nerrye MacLeod
102 Congress Street
Belfast, ME 04915

Darlene Morse
1032 Swanlake Ave
Swanville, ME 04915
Melissa Sprague
POBox 1169
Belfast, ME 04915-1169
Joyce M. Sprague
PO Box 1169
Belfast, ME 04915
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Joan Manfredi
RR 4 Box 4247B
Belfast, ME 04915

Denise Dakin
RR 2, Box 587 A
Stockton Springs, ME 04981
Carolyn R. Herrick
RR 2, Box 588
Stockton Springs, ME 04981

Marcy Mullin
Bar Harbor Road
Ellsworth, ME 04605
(667-2029)

Narda A. Davis
PO Box 306
Jonesport, ME 04649

Christine Odum
c/o Shawn Bradley
Eastside Road
Hancock, ME 04640

Stacie Mitchell
29 Holt Drive
Ellsworth, ME 04605
Joanne Mein tire
216 Center Street
Bangor, ME 04401

Arlena Perreault
655 Basin Road
Addison, ME 04606

Tanya Sellon
685 Oak Street Build. 12, Apt 7
Brockton, MA 02301
Terri L. Hayes
169 Basin Road
Addison, ME 04606

Karen Quirk
PO Box 332
Lubec, ME 04652

Christy Wood
RR 1 Box 91A
Machias, ME 04654

Shirley Richer
20 Atlantic Drive
Scarborough, ME 04074

Catherine Blais
435 Court Street
Auburn ME, 04210
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Kitty Robinson
PO Box 131
Jonesport, ME 04649

Vicki-Lee Johnson
PO Box 322
Jonesport, ME 04649
Marie B. Johnson
PO Box 342
Jonesport, ME 04649

Lynn Russell
44 Washington Street
Calais, ME 04619

Laura Donovan
42 Monroe Street
PO Box 791
Calais, ME 04619

Aimee (Small) Leighton
2969 Broadway
Bangor, ME 04401

Stephanie Wood
RR 1 Box 136A
Machias, ME 04654

Evelyn Smith
PO Box 82
Jonesboro, ME 04648

Sandra J. Bradley
HCR 74, Box 5000
RT 1
Whiting, ME 04691
Pamela M. Chandler
HC 71, Box 229 G
Machias, ME 04654
Jeanne White
PO Box 234
Jonesboro, ME 04648

Ruth Wilbur
HC 77 RT 1
Hancock, ME 04640

Rhonda Carter
HC 77 Box 260A
Jellison Cove Road
Hancock, ME 04640

30.

Membership in A Woman’s Project is limited to women.

31.

Upon information and belief, a Woman’s Project is substantially the same as other

women-only “dinner party” clubs or organizations that have adopted such names as Women
Helping Women and The Dinner Party and that use the different courses of a “dinner party” to
11

describe how eight new participants who each contribute $5,000 at the “appetizer” level can
eventually progress to the “dessert” level at which they can each receive $30,000 to $40,000.

COUNT I
(Violation of Unfair Trade Practices Act-Deceptive and Unfair Conduct)

32.

Plaintiff repeats and realleges the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint.

33.

Each Defendant’s participation in A Woman’s Project is unfair and deceptive and

constitute a violation of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A §207.
34.

Each Defendant’s violation of 5 M.R.S.A. §207 as described in this Count was

intentional.

COUNT II
(Violation of the Unfair Trade Practices Act-Unlawful Pyramid)

35.

Plaintiff repeats and realleges the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint.

36.

Each Defendant’s participation in the Woman’s Project club or plan is a

violation of 17 M.R.S.A. §2305.
37.

Each Defendant’s participation in A Woman’s Project constitutes a violation of

the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §207.
38.

Each Defendant’s violation of 5 M.R.S.A §207 as described in this Count was

intentional.
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RELIEF REQUESTED

Pursuant to this Complaint, the Plaintiffs request the following relief.
1.

Declare that the conduct of each Defendant as described in this Complaint

violates 17 M.R.S.A §2305 and the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. §207.
2.

Permanently enjoin each Defendant from any future engagement in an unfair

deceptive business practice in Maine in violation of 5 M.R.S.A. §207.
3.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §209, permanently enjoin each Defendant, her agents,

servants, employees and those persons acting in concert or participation with the Defendant from
further participation in A Woman’s Project or in any multi-level scheme in violation of either 5
M.R.S.A. § 207 or 17 M.R.S.A. §2305, including any related “gifting” fund-raising schemes or
organizations.
4.

Require each Defendant to provide a full accounting of all monies personally

received from new recruits to A Woman’s Project, including who they received the money from
and how the funds were expended.
5.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §209, order each Defendant who reached the “dessert

level” of A Woman’s Project to pay full restitution to any participant in A Woman’s Project who
(A) verifies under oath that she paid money to that Defendant and (B) as a result has lost money
and (C) who never reached the “dessert” level or received any money from any other participant
in A Woman’s Project.
6.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §209, order each Defendant to pay the Department of the

Attorney General a civil penalty of up to $10,000 for each intentional violation of the Maine
Unfair Trade Practices Act.
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7.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §209, order each Defendant to pay the Department of the

Attorney General the cost of this suit, including its attorneys fees.
8.

Order such other and further relief as may be necessary to remedy the effects of

the Defendants’ unfair and deceptive trade practices.

Office of the Attorney General G. STEVEN ROWE
BY:

Dated:

D

J

e^,

fl. fk •K

JAMES A. MCKENNA
Assistant Attorney General
Maine Bar No. 1735
Attorney for the Plaintiff
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ATTACHMENT A

ATTACHMENT B

A WOMAN’S PROJECT PYRAMID
AND ITS NEED FOR NEW RECRUITS
A Woman’s Project is a women-only, multi-level organization in which participants move up
a hierarchy as new recruits are persuaded to occupy the lower positions. In order to join A
Woman’s Project new recruits are typically required to contribute the sum of $5,000 to a senior
member. By contributing $5,000 to A Woman’s Project a new recruit herself then becomes
eligible to move up the hierarchy and, assuming additional recruits are persuaded to join, to
eventually reach the top position and receive $40,000.
A Woman’s Project uses a dinner party analogy to explain to recruits how its fundraising
scheme works. Each new recruit typically gives $5,000 and is thereby placed at the “Appetizer”
level of the “Dinner Table.” When eight new recruits have been persuaded to join A Woman’s
Project, they each give $5,000 to a participant who has reached the “Dessert” level, the highest
position at the “Dinner Table.” As the new recruits work their way up the hierarchy, they move
from “Appetizer” to “Soup and Salad,” to “Entrée,” and, finally, “Dessert.”
This “Dinner Table” is actually a four level, three step pyramid with one “Dessert” at the top,
two “Entrees” beneath the “Dessert” position, four “Soup and Salads” beneath them, and eight
newly recruited “Appetizers” at the bottom. When the “gifting” process is complete and the
“Dessert” leaves the table with $40,000, the remainder of the table splits, everyone advances up
in rank and two new “Dinner Tables” are formed, each containing a new “Dessert” and six other
participants. Then the participants must find even more new recruits who will each contribute
$5,000. Thus, A Woman’s Project is not a singular, ever-expanding pyramid, but rather one
which spawns a chain of multiple ongoing pyramids, each of which is linked to its predecessor.
As the chart below shows, millions of new recruits would be required to provide this

Levels of Progression
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

New “Appetizer” Recruits Necessary
for Each Newly Created Dinner Table
to Split and Continue
7 (non paying original organizers)
8 (new recruits necessary to continue)
16
32
64
128
256
512
1024
2048
4096
8192
16,384
32,768
65,536
131,072
262,144
524,288
1,048,576
2,097,152
4,194,304

Total Paying Dinner Party
Participants
0
8
24
56
120
248
504
1016
2040
4088
8184
16,376
32,760
65,528
131,064
262,136
524,280
1,048,568
2,097,144
4,194,296
8,388,600

The seven original organizers pay no money and are never at risk. Moreover, they receive
immediate profits as A Woman’s Project grows in its early stages when recruits are readily
available. In addition, if the early participants rotate their names and initiate several other dinner
parties, their rewards would multiply well before the pool of available recruits dries up. For the
original eight investing recruits ($5,000 each) to reach the “Dessert” apex of the pyramid, the
dinner party must progress three levels and 48 new recruits must join, making a total of 56
participants.
Moreover, in order for these eight original investing organizers to reach the “Dessert” level
and to be paid, the dinner party must progress another level and 64 new founders must join the
eight dinner parties headed by these eight “Desserts.” At this level, a total of 120 paying
“Appetizers” will have had to participate. Although sufficient possible recruits may be available
at the early stages of the program, the pool of available people rapidly dissipates as the program
progresses.
As the chart above demonstrates, at the 20th level 4,194,304 new investing recruits
(“Appetizers”) would be required in order for all previous “Desserts” to be paid and retire; and at
that level a total of 8,388,600 investing “Appetizers” will have participated. Just to advance one
additional level, these 20th level “Appetizers” would require an additional 8, 388,608 new
recruits, thus making a total of 16,777,208 participating “Appetizers.”
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Bernstein, Shur, Sawyer & Nelson, P.A.
100 Middle Street, West Tower, P.O. Box 9729, Portland, Maine 04104-5029
207-774-1200 Fax 207-774-1127
Internet: mainelaw.com

Counselors at Law
Michael Bosse, Esq
Internet E-Mail:
mbosse@mainelaw.com

June 19, 2002

Via Federal Express
Ms. Nancy Desjardin, Clerk
Kennebec County Superior Court
95 State Street
Augusta, ME 04330-5680

Re:

State of Maine v. Jacqueline Abraham et al..
Docket No. CV-02-88

Dear Ms. Desjardin:
Enclosed for filing with the Court on behalf of Defendants Jacqueline Abraham (referred to as
Jacqueline Abrams in the Amended Complaint), Alice Bagley, Linda Bennett, Pam Bridges, Georgette
Faulkingham, Marsha Gatcomb, Gladys Greenlaw, Linda Hagan, Susan Hart, Deborah Henderson,
Karen Hodgdon, Lorianne Jackson, Sheila LaPointe, Rene Lincoln, Joan Manfredi, Christine Odum,
Arlena Perreault, Meg Peterson, Kitty Robinson, Lynn Russell, Evelyn Smith, and Ruth Wilbur, please
find the following:
1.

Motion to Dismiss with Incorporated Memorandum of Law; and in the alternative
Motion for More Definite Statement with Incorporated Memorandum of Law;

2.

Request for a Hearing;

3.

Proposed Order; and

4.

Notification of Discovery Service.

Thank you for your assistance.
V

' ’

Michael R. Bosse

cc:

James McKenna, Esq.
Carol Lewis, Esq.

STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

■A

SyÇ£RIQRGOURT
RE r '':c ìy .m ;Ì(iT ÌO N
------ DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

S U FES 2 3 A 8: M
STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.
JOAN MANFREDI
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,
Defendant
I.

)
)
)
)
) UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES JUDGMENT
)
C O N S U M E R PROTECTION DIVISION
)
RECEIVED
)
)
FEB 2 5 2004
)
)
)
OFFIC E OF ATTORNEY G ENERAL

A W OM AN’S PROJECT IS AN ILLEGAL PYRAMID

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its complaint in the above-captioned matter on April
29,2002. The State of Maine and Defendant Joan Manfredi have consented to the entry of this
Judgment, including a permanent injunction and restitution Order.
This Court hereby finds that the fund raising scheme named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman is an illegal “gifting” pyramid and in civil violation of the Maine
Unfair trade Practices Act (UTPA) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and the civil prohibitions set forth in 17
M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983)1, Multi-Level Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs, Etc., Declared a Lottery.
Defendant Joan Manfredi participated in this illegal pyramid and will be subject to the
permanent injunction and restitution Order as set forth in Section HI of this Judgment.

1 Pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305, participation in a pyramid that meets the statutory definitions set forth in this
statute is a p e r se violation o f the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 27 (“ a violation o f this section
shall constitute a violation o f Title 5, Ch. 10, Unfair trade Practices Act.”). This anti-pyramid law also provides
criminal penalties for any person who participates in such a pyramid “by organizing or inducing membership in any
such group or organization.” The State’s complaint is entirely civil and makes no claims o f criminal activity.

II.

FACTS

The A Woman’s Project (“AWP”) is a voluntary women-only group whose members
pursue personal, social and charitable goals, including a fundraising project which is organized
around “Dinner Tables,” which are designed to split and multiply.
Individual AWP Dinner Tables are organized as follows:
1.
Each fundraising Dinner Table is a multi-level group. On the first level are the
eight newest members who are called “Appetizers.” On the next level are four members called
“Soups and Salads.” The third level has two members who are called “Entrees.” Finally, at the
fourth level and at the head of the Table, is a single member called the “Dessert.”
2.
A woman typically joins a particular AWP Dinner Table as one of eight
Appetizers when she gives $5,000 to the person occupying the Dessert position.
3.
When each of the eight Appetizers have given their $5,000, then the person
occupying the Dessert position receives $40,000. In most cases, this Dessert person had
originally joined a Dinner Table as an Appetizer and had herself given $5,000 to the then Dessert
person. Here is how a person can move from the Appetizer position to the Dessert position:
A.

Each Dinner Table is actually'a four-level, three-step organization with
one Dessert at the top, two Entrees below the Dessert Position, four Soups
and Salads beneath them, and eight newly joined Appetizers at the bottom.

B.

When that particular Dessert person receives $40,000 from the new
Appetizers, then the Dinner Table splits into two new Dinner Tables and
everyone advances up in rank, with the two previous Entrees becoming the
Desserts on the two new Dinner Tables, the four Soups and Salads
becoming the two Entrees on the two new Dinner Tables and the eight
Appetizers becoming the four Soups and Salads on the two new Dinner
Tables.

C.

At that point, the two new Dinner Tables each need eight new Appetizers
(a total of 16) who will join AWP and who will each give the two new
Desserts at the top of their Dinner Tables $5,000. When this happens, then
these two new Dinner Tables themselves split into two more Dinner
Tables and, again, everyone moves up to the next level on the now four
newly created Dinner Tables.

4.
As long as eight new Appetizers are persuaded to join each newly created Dinner
Table, then each participant has a chance of themselves reaching the Dessert position on a future
Dinner Table. However, if sufficient new Appetizers do not join, then the Dinner Tables will
cease to split, the fundraising effort will cease, and all those who have paid $5,000 (the three
levels of Appetizers, Soups and Salads and Entrees) will all lose their money.
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5.
Members of an AWP Dinner Table invite potential new Appetizers to a
presentation about the AWP and the Dinner Table. Members are not necessarily required to
recruit new members as a condition of receiving money as a Dessert. However, all Table
members understand that if new Appetizers do not join the Table, then the members’ progress
towards the Dessert position will cease and the fundraising effort will end, and they will lose
their money.
6.
As this chart shows, very quickly millions of new Appetizer recruits would be
required to provide AWP with the new members necessary for the Dinner Table to continue to
divide and exist:

Levels of
Progression
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

New “Appetizer” Recruits
Necessary for Each Newly
Created Dinner Table to Split and
Continue
7 (non paying original organizers)
8 (new recruits necessary to
continue)
16
32
64
128
256
512
1024
2048
4096
8192
16,384
32,768
65,536
131,072
262,144
524,288
1,048,576
2,097,152
4,194,304

Total Paying Dinner
Party Participants
0
8
24
56
120
248
504
1016
2040
4088
8184
16,376
32,760
65,528
131,064
262,136
524,280
1,048,568
2,097,144
4,194,296
8,388,600

7.
Also as this chart shows, the seven original organizers, of course, pay no money
and are never at risk. For the original eight investing appetizer recruits ($5,000 each) to reach the
Dessert position, the Dinner Tables must split three times and 48 new recruits must join, making
a total of 56 participants. Then, in order for the eight original investing organizers to reach the
Dessert level and be paid $40,000, the organization must progress to another level and 64 new
2 This chart is based on a similar chart presented by the court in the pyramid case o f P acurib v. Villacruz, 705
N.Y.S. 2d. 819, 823 (N.Y. City Cir. Ct. 1999) (pyramid deceptive because recruits are led to believe that an
unlimited pool o f possible recruits is readily available.)
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Appetizers must join the eight Dinner Tables headed'by these eight Desserts. At this level, a total
o f 120 paying Appetizers will have had to participate. Although sufficient possible recruits may
be available at these early stages of this fundraising effort, the pool of available recruits rapidly
dissipates as the program progresses.
8.
As the chart above shows, at the 20th level, 4,194,304 new investing Appetizers
would be required in order for all previous Desserts to be paid and retire; and at that level, a total
8,388,600 investing Appetizers will have participated. Just to advance one additional level, these
20th level Appetizers would require an additional 8,388,608 new recruits, thus making a total of
16,777,208 participating Appetizers.
Based on these facts,3 the Court hereby finds:
1.
Given the rapidly expanding number of new recruits needed to keep the AWP
Dinner Table project going, the Dinner Table fundraising project will inevitably fail. When new
Appetizers can no longer be persuaded to join, it will be the last three levels of Appetizers who
will lose all them money. For example, if the Dinner Table were to cease operation after only five
levels, the amount of people who would lose their money would total 224 (levels 3 4, and 5), and
the amount of money lost would total $ 1,120,000 (the contributions of levels 3 4, and 5). If the
Dinner Table did not fail until the 20* level, then 7,440,032 persons would lose a total of
$36,700,160,000.
2.
Because the AWP Dinner Table must inevitably fail and because money will be
lost by a great number of people, the AWP Dinner Table is inherently unfair and deceptive and is
in civil violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305.

in.
1.

PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND RESTITUTION

This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the

parties consenting to this Judgment.
2.
Defendant Joan Manfredi her agents, employees, assigns or other persons acting
for the Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305,
including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or Woman
Helping Woman;

3 The State in its Complaint also alleges that members o f AWP in promoting the Dinner Table have made serious
misrepresentations (e.g., that the $5,000 payments are legal gifts and therefore “Desserts” need not pay income taxes
on them). This Court does not need to find that such claims by the State are correct in order to find that the AWP
Dinner Table is in violation of the DTP A.
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- B.

Participating in any.club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project, but
only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not herself
receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s Project, (3)
has signed a notarized statement affirming this and detailing the time and
place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized statement by registered
mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months from the date this Consent
Decree was signed by the Court

3.

Defendant Joan Manfredi must repay to the listed persons the following amounts:
NAME

AMOUNT

A.

Denise Dakin

$5,000

B.

Carolyn R. Herricks

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthlv pavments of S

each to Ms. Dakin and Ms.

Herricks until Ms. Dakin and Ms. Herricks are paid in full. The Defendant shall make the
payments directly to Ms. Dakin and Ms. Herricks and is responsible for confirming their address.
If the Defendant so chooses, she may decide to accelerate her payments. The Defendant must
send Assistant Attorney General written confirmation of each monthly payment.
4.

If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2

(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim, her
own notarized assertion that she did not personally receive money from the claimant. Either
party may then request a hearing with the Court to resolve this dispute.
5

5:-

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of

this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be necessary
for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory UTPA injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, up to
$

10, 000 .

7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty of
$

This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S. A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade

Practices Act.

Dated:
Justice,
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

STATE OF MAINE,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff
V.

MARCI MULLIN,
D/B/A A WOMAN’S PROJECT OR
WOMAN HELPING WOMAN,

)
)
)
)

Defendant
I.

JUDGMENT

(Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act,
5 M.R.S.A. § 207)

A W OM AN’S PROJECT IS AN ILLEGAL PYRAMID

Plaintiff, State of Maine, has filed its complaint in the above-captioned matter on April
29, 2002. A default was entered by this Court on December 23, 2003.
This Court hereby finds that the fund raising scheme named either A Woman’s Project or
Woman Helping Woman is an illegal “gifting” pyramid and in civil violation of the Maine
Unfair trade Practices Act (UTPA) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and the civil prohibitions set forth in 17
M.R.S.A. § 2305 (1983)1, Multi-Level Distributorships, Pyramid Clubs,-Etc., Declared a Lottery.
Defendant Mullin participated in this illegal pyramid and is subject to the permanent
injunction and restitution Order as set forth in Section HI of this Judgment.
II.

FACTS

The A Woman’s Project (“AWP”) is a voluntary women-only group whose members
pursue personal, social and charitable goals, including a fundraising project which is organized
around “Dinner Tables,” which are designed to split and multiply.
Individual AWP Dinner Tables are organized as follows:
1.
Each fundraising Dinner Table is a multi-level group. On the first level are the
eight newest members who are called “Appetizers.” On the next level are four members called
1 Pursuant to 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305, participation in a pyramid that meets the statutory definitions set forth in this
statute is a p e r se violation o f the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 27 (“ a violation o f this section
shall constitute a violation o f Title 5, Ch. 10, Unfair trade Practices Act.”). This anti-pyramid law also provides
criminal penalties for any person who participates in such a pyramid “by organizing or inducing membership in any
such group or organization.” The State’s complaint is entirely civil and makes no claims o f criminal activity.

“Soups and Salads.” The third level has two members who are called “Entrees.” Finally, at the
fourth level and at the head of the Table, is a single member called the “Dessert.”
2.
A woman typically joins a particular AWP Dinner Table as one of eight
Appetizers when she gives $5,000 to the person occupying the Dessert position.
3.
When each of the eight Appetizers have given their $5,000, then the person
occupying the Dessert position receives $40,000. In most cases, this Dessert person had
originally joined a Dinner Table as an Appetizer and had herself given $5,000 to the then Dessert
person. Here is how a person can move from the Appetizer position to the Dessert position:
A.

Each Dinner Table is actually a four-level, three-step organization with
one Dessert at the top, two Entrees below the Dessert Position, four Soups
and Salads beneath them, and eight newly joined Appetizers at the bottom.

B.

When that particular Dessert person receives $40,000 from the new
Appetizers, then the Dinner Table splits into two new Dinner Tables and
everyone advances up in rank, with the two previous Entrees becoming the
Desserts on the two new Dinner Tables, the four Soups and Salads
becoming the two Entrees on the two new Dinner Tables and the eight
Appetizers becoming the four Soups and Salads on the two new Dinner
Tables.

C.

At that point, the two new Dinner Tables each need eight new Appetizers
(a total of 16) who will join AWP and who will each give the two new
Desserts at the top of their Dinner Tables $5,000. When this happens, then
these two new Dinner Tables themselves split into two more Dinner
Tables and, again, everyone moves up to the next level on the now four
newly created Dinner Tables.

■......................

4.
As long as eight new Appetizers are persuaded to join each newly created Dinner
Table, then each participant has a chance of themselves reaching the Dessert position on a future
Dinner Table. However, if sufficient new Appetizers do not join, then the Dinner Tables will
cease to split, the fundraising effort will cease, and all those who have paid $5,000 (the three
levels of Appetizers, Soups and Salads and Entrees) will all lose their money.
5.
Members of an AWP Dinner Table invite potential new Appetizers to a
presentation about the AWP and the Dinner Table. Members are not necessarily required to
recruit new members as a condition of receiving money as a Dessert. However, all Table
members understand that if new Appetizers do not join the Table, then the members’ progress
towards the Dessert position will cease and the fundraising effort will end, and they will lose
their money.
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6.
As this chart2 shows, very quickly millions of new Appetizer recruits would be
required to provide AWP with the new members necessary for the Dinner Table to continue to
divide and exist:

Levels of
Progression
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

New “Appetizer” Recruits
Necessary for Each Newly
Created Dinner Table to Split and
Continue
7 (non paying original organizers)
8 (new recruits necessary to
continue)
16
32
64
128
256
512
1024
2048
4096
8192
16,384
32,768
65,536
131,072
262,144
524,2881,048,576
2,097,152
4,194,304

Total Paying Dinner
Party Participants
0
8
24
56
120
248
504
1016
2040
4088
8184
16,376
32,760
65,528
131,064
262,136
524,280
1,048,568
2,097,144
4,194,296
8,388,600

7.
Also as this chart shows, the seven original organizers, of course, pay no money
and are never at risk. For the original eight investing appetizer recruits ($5,000 each) to reach the
Dessert position, the Dinner Tables must split three times and 48 new recruits must join, making
a total of 56 participants. Then, in order for the eight original investing organizers to reach the
Dessert level and be paid $40,000, the organization must progress to another level and 64 new
Appetizers must join the eight Dinner Tables headed by these eight Desserts. At this level, a total
of 120 paying Appetizers will have had to participate. Although sufficient possible recruits may
be available at these early stages of this fundraising effort, the pool of available recruits rapidly
dissipates as the program progresses.
8.
As the chart above shows, at the 20th level, 4,194,304 new investing Appetizers
would be required in order for all previous Desserts to be paid and retire; and at that level, a total
2 This chart is based on a similar chart presented by the court in the pyramid case o f P acurib v. Villacruz, 705
N.Y.S. 2d. 819, 823 (N.Y. City Cir. Ct. 1999) (pyramid deceptive because recruits are led to believe that an
unlimited pool o f possible recruits is readily available.)
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8,388,600 investing Appetizers will have participated. Just to advance one additional level, these
20th level Appetizers would require an additional 8,388,608 new recruits, thus making a total of
16,777,208 participating Appetizers.
Based on these facts,3 the Court hereby finds:
1.
Given the rapidly expanding number of new recruits needed to keep the AWP
Dinner Table project going, the Dinner Table fundraising project will inevitably fail. When new
Appetizers can no longer be persuaded to join, it will be the last three levels of Appetizers who
will lose all their money. For example, if the Dinner Table were to cease operation after only five
levels, the amount of people who would lose their money would total 224 (levels 3 4, and 5), and
the amount of money lost would total $1,120,000 (the contributions of levels 3 4, and 5). If the
Dinner Table did not fail until the 20th level, then 7,440,032 persons would lose a total of
$36,700,160,000.
2.
Because the AWP Dinner Table must inevitably fail and because money will be
lost by a great number of people, the AWP Dinner Table is inherently unfair and deceptive and is
in civil violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 and 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305.
3.

The Defendant participated in this scheme and benefited from it.
III.

PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND RESTITUTION

1.
This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over the
parties consenting to this Judgment.
2.
Defendant Mullin her agents, employees,* assigns or other persons acting for the
Defendant or under her control or guidance are permanently enjoined and restrained from:
A.

Participating in any club or organization in violation of 17 M.R.S.A. § 2305,
including the organization named either A Woman’s Project or Woman
Helping Woman;

B.

Participating in any club, organization or pyramid scheme or a related
fundraising activity that would be unfair and deceptive in violation of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207; and

C.

In addition to the restitution ordered in paragraph 3, refusing to return
money personally received from any recruit to A Woman’s Project, but
only if this recruit (1) personally paid her the money, (2) did not herself
receive money as a result of her participation in A Woman’s Project, (3)

3 The State in its Complaint also alleges that members o f AWP in promoting the Dinner Table have made serious
misrepresentations (e.g., that the $5,000 payments are legal gifts and therefore “Desserts” need not pay income taxes
on them). This Court does not need to find that such claims by the State are correct in order to find that the AWP
Dinner Table is in violation o f the UTPA.

4

has signed a notarized statement affirming this and detailing the time and
place of payment, and (4) delivers the notarized statement by registered
mail to the Defendant no later than 6 months from the date this Consent
Decree was signed by the Court.

3.
amounts:

Defendant Mullin must repay to the listed persons the following

A.

B.

NAME
Narda Davis, PO Box 306
Jonesport, ME 04649

AMOUNT
$5,000

Melinda Soule, 270 Grant Road
Sullivan, ME 04664

$5,000

The Defendant shall make monthly payments of $ 130 to both Ms. Davis and Ms. Soule until
they are paid in full. The Defendant shall make the payments directly to Ms. Davis and Ms.
Soule and is responsible for confirming their addresses. If the Defendant so chooses, she may
decide to accelerate her payments. Payments shall be made no later than the first day of each
month, beginning April 1, 2004.
4.
If the Defendant contests a restitution claim made pursuant to paragraph 2
(C), she must file with the Court, within 14 days of receiving the recruit’s notarized claim, her
request for a hearing in order to resolve this dispute. If she fails to do so she is deemed to owe
this money and is subject to this Order’s UTPA injunction and the civil penalty set forth in 5
MRSA sec. 209.
5.
Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any party of
this Consent Decree to apply to this Court at any time for such further orders as may be necessary
for the construction, modification, or enforcement of any of the provisions of this Decree.
6. Any violation by the Defendant of the mandatory UTPA injunctions listed above in
Paragraphs two, three and four shall be subject to the civil penalty listed in 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, up to
$ 10,000.

7. The Defendant must pay to the Department of the Attorney General a Civil Penalty of
$1,000. This penalty is imposed pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Maine Unfair Trade Practices
Act. This penalty shall be paid within two weeks of the date of this Judgment.

Dated:
Justice, Supenor Court
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-02-88

STATE OF MAINE,

)

)
)
)
v.
)
)
JACQUELINE ABRAHAM,
)
ALICE BAGLEY, LINDA BENNETT,
)
ANNE BRADEEN, PAM BRIDGES,
)
TAMMY D1NSMORE,
)
GEORGETTE FAULKINGHAM,
)
WENDY GARDONNI, MARSHA GATCOMB, )
GLADYS GREENLAW, LINDA HAGAN,
)
SUSAN HART, DEBORAH HENDERSON,
)
KAREN HODGDON, LORIANNE JACKSON,
)
SHEILA LAPOINTE, PAM LANDRY,
)
RENE LINCOLN, SHERRYE MACLEOD,
)
JOAN MANFRED!, MARCY MULLIN,
)
CHRISTINE ODUM, ARLENA PERREAULT,
)
MEG PETERSON, KAREN QUIRK,
)
SHIRLEY RICHER, KITTY ROBINSON,
)
LYNN RUSSELL, AIMEE (SMALL) LEIGHTON,)
EVELYN SMITH, and RUTH WILBUR,
)
)
Plaintiff

d/b/a A W OM AN’S PROJECT and
W OM EN HELPING W OM EN,

MOTION TO AMEND
COMPLAINT
(M.R.Civ.P. 15(a))

)
)

)
)

Defendants

Pursuant to M.R.Civ.P. 15(a), the Department respectfully requests to amend its Complaint in
the above referenced matter for the following reasons:
1.

Several of the Defendant’s names are incorrectly spelled;

2.

Two of the Defendants (Anne Bradeen and Aimee Small Leighton) were

incorrectly included as Defendants.

3.

Word changes have been made in the following paragraphs (original

Complaint): 3, 7, 8, 9, 21, 30, and 37. Paragraphs 29 and 33 are entirely new and make
additional factual allegations.
4.

“Mary Scott” (Dinsmore), “Glenda Garnett” (Hart), and “Jennifer Carver”

(Perreault), have been added to the consumers in paragraph 30 seeking the return of their money.
5.

As of the date of this Motion, only one Answer to this Complaint (out of

29 Defendants) has been received. The Department on May 29, 2002 received the Answer of
Defendant Wendy Gardonyi.
6.

The Department has sought to ascertain whether Ms. Gardonyi’s attorney,

Carol J. Lewis, Esquire, opposes this Motion. However, Ms. Lewis is out of her office for the
next few days.
7.

If the Court approves this Motion, then the remaining 28 Defendants will

only have to answer the Amended Complaint.
For the above reasons, the Department requests that the Court approve this first amendment
to its Unfair Trade Practice Complaint.

Office of the Attorney General G. STEVEN ROWE
BY:

Dated: 5~J 3 e> ) o TJAMES A. MCKENNA
Assistant Attorney General
Maine Bar No. 1735
Attorney for the Plaintiff
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